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RECORD  OF  PUBLIC  MEETING 
SAN  FRANCISCO  AIRPORTS  COMMISSION 
MAY  1,  1973 


Call  to  Order:  2:30  p.m. 


Present:  Commissioners  William  E.  McDonnell, 

William  K.  Coblentz,  Wallace  R.  Lynn, 
Joseph  P.  Mazzola 

Absent:  John  A.  Sutro 


The  Minutes  of  the  April  3  and  April  17,  1973,  Airports  Commission 
Meetings  were  approved  without  changes. 

On  motion  of  Commissioner  Coblentz,   seconded  by  Commissioner  Lynn, 
the  following  resolution  was  adopted: 

No.   73-0099  WHEREAS,  The  California  Environ- 

mental Quality  Act  of  1970  as  amended 
provides  in  Section  21151  of  the  Public 
Resources  Code  that    All  local  agencies 
shall  prepare,  or  cause  to  be  prepared 
by  contract,  and  certify  the  completion 
of  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  on  any  project  they  intend  to  carry 
out  or  approve  which  may  have  a  significant  .effect  on  the  environment; 
and 

WHEREAS,  upon  initial  review,  it  was  determined  that  the  Airport 
Expansion  Program  might  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment 
and  thereafter  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report   (EIR)   was  prepared 
in  accordance  with  Sections  15084  and  15085  of  the  Guidelines  for 
Implementation  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  of  1970 
(Guidelines) ;  and 

WHEREAS,   this  Commission,  by  its  Resolution  No.   73-0039  adopted 
February  6,   1973,  directed  that,   after  filing  of  a  Notice  of  Completion 
of  the  Draft  EIR  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Resources  Agency  of  California 
pursuant  to  Section  15035   (c)   of  the  Guidelines,   said  Draft  EIR  be 
Made  available  to  all  interested  public  agencies  and  private  organizations 
or  individuals  for  review  and  submission  of  comments,  and  set  March  6, 
1973,  as  the  date  for  a  public  hearing  by  the  Airports  Commission  on 
the  Draft  EIR  in  accordance  with  Section  15165  of  the  Guidelines;  and 

WHEREAS,  on  or  about  February  7,  1973,  a  Notice  of  Completion  of 
the  Draft  EIR  was  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Resources  Agency  of 
California;  and 

WHEREAS,   pursuant  to  timely  published  notice  a  public  hearing  was 
held  by  the  Airports  Commission  on  March  6,   197  3  at  City  Hall  in 
San  Francisco;  and 

WHEREAS,   in  addition  to  said  public  hearing  by  the  Airports  Commiss- 
ion,  public  hearings  were  also  held  by  the  San  Mateo  County  Airport 
Land  Use  Committee  on  the  night  of  March  8,   1973  at  the  Burlingame  City 
Hall  and  by  the  San  Mateo  County  Planning  Commission  on  March  28,   197  3 
at  Redwood  City;  and 

WHEREAS,  as  part  of  the  consultive  process  as  prescribed  by  the 
Guidelines,  all  comments  received  from  public  agencies,  private  organiz- 
ations and  individuals  who  have  reviewed  the  Draft  EIR  have  been  evalua- 
ted; and 
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WHEREAS,  as  a  result  of  said  consultive  process  and  evaluation, 
significant  revisions  have  been  made  in  the  Draft  EIR  and  a  revised 
and  Final  EIR  has  been  prepared  in  accordance  with  Sections  15085  (e) 
and  15146  of  the  Guidelines;  and 

WHEREAS ,  in  accordance  with  Section  15085   (f)  of  the  Guidelines, 
said  revised  and  Final  EIR,  consisting  of  four  volumes,  a  copy  of 
which  is  on  file  with  the  Secretary  of  this  Commission,  has  been  pre- 
sented to  this  Commission  for  adoption;  and 

WHEREAS,  it  is  the  judgment  of  this  Commission  that  said  Final  EIR 
is  in  all  respects  adequate,  accurate  and  objective: 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  That  this  Commission  does  hereby 
Certify  completion  of  and  adopts  said  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

Commissioner  McDonnell  made  the  following  statement  relative  to  the 
events  leading  up  to  presentation  of  the  Final  EIR  for  Commission  ap- 
proval: 

He  explained  to  the  audience  that  by  previous  Airport  Resolution 
No.  73-0039,  the  Airports  Commission  filed  an  intent  to  proceed  with 
an  EIR  report  for  the  Airport  Expansion  Program  in  February  of  this 
year.     On  March  6,  a  Public  Hearing  was  held  on  the  Draft  EIR  Report, 
on  March  8,  a  Public  Hearing  was  held  in  Durlingame,  on  March  28, 
another  Public  Hearing  was  held  in  San  Mateo  County  -  Redwood  City. 

Mr.  McDonnell  said  that  the  Airport  Staff  received  a  great 
deal  of  Public  input  at  these  meetings,  and  all  of  this  information 
was  included  and  considered  in  the  Final  Draft  before  the  Commission 
today. 

Mr.  Dwyer,  Director  of  Airports,  told  the  Commission  that  Mr.  Bertken, 
Deputy  for  Planning  and  Development,  was  assigned  to  the  task  of 
preparing  the  Final  EIR  Report. 

Mr.  Dwyer  briefly  reviewed  the  steps  that  were  taken  by  the  Airport 
Staff  as  follows:     The  Airport  Staff,  by  Resolution  No.  73-0039, 
was  authorized  to  make  available  to  all  interested  parties,  a  Draft 
EIR  Report,  and  file  a  notice  of  completion  with  the  State  of 
California. 

Following  that,  Mr.  Dwyer  emphasized  that  there  were  three  Public 
Hearings  on  the  matter.     All  comments  were  recorded,  taking  into 
account  the  input  of  the  interested  agencies  and  individuals. 

As  a  result  of  these  hearings,  several  changes  will  now  be  recommend- 
ed to  further  minimize  the  effect  of  the  progress  on  the  environment. 

Mr.  Bertken  made  the  following  statement,  relative  to  the  Final 
EIR  Report:     The  Airport  Staff  received  comments  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  through  both  Public  Hearings  and  written 
communications.     The  main  concerns  expressed  in  these  comments  fall 
into  the  following  categorj.es: 

Noise  from  aircraft  Water  pollution 

Vehicular  traffic  congestion  Resource  utilization 

Air  pollution  Bay  fill 

Growth  Alternatives  to  expansion 

Mr.  Bertken  continued  stating  that  although  these  topics  covered 
the  major  concerns,  other  subjects  were  also  raised  by  various 
reviewers. 
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Each  of  the  subjects  on  which  concern  was  expressed 
has  been  examined  further  to  insure  that  the  full 
impact  in  that  area  had  been  covered  in  an  objective 
manner  in  the  EIR  so  that  the  Commission  could  fairly 
evaluate  it. 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  indicated  that 
in  1970  aircraft  noise  was  bothersome  to  residents 
in  Foster  City,  Burlingame,  Millbrae,  San  Bruno, 
South  San  Francisco  and  Pacifica.     The  noisy  areas 
extended  out  to  the  Pacific  Ocean.     With  the  expansion, 
which  will  provide  room  for  more  of  the  quieter  air- 
craft, the  noise  impact  will  diminish.     Further  inform- 
ation indicates  that  it  may  be  possible  by  1985  to 
confine  objectionable  aircraft  noise  to  airport  and 
industrial  areas  by  the  use  of  the  quieter  aircraft 
and  revised  aircraft  operational  procedures. 

Additional  information  on  vehicular  traffic  congest- 
ion over  and  above  that  contained  in  the  Draft  EIR 
has  been  obtained  and  incorporated  into  the  final  EIR. 
The  California  State  Highway  Department  has  made  a 
study  of  the  traffic  to  be  expected  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  airport  in  196  5,  with  and  without  expansion. 
They  have  found  that,  even  with  the  completion  of 
1-380,  the  Bayshore  Freeway  is  going  to  be  congested 
beyond  capacity  during  peak  hours,  whether  the  airport 
expansion  takes  place  or  not.     This  freeway  does  have 
the  capacity  to  handle  the  total  traffic  if  the  peaks 
can  be  spread.     This  can  be  achieved  by  changing 
schedules  of  both  airline  operations  and  the  work  hours 
of  commuters.     One  significant  finding  of  the  Highway 
Department  study  is  that  the  completion  of  I'380  will 
relieve  traffic  travelling  on  San  Bruno  Avenue  to  the 
point  that  it  will  be  less  than  1/3  of  its  present 
volume  even  in  19  85,  and  Millbrae  Avenue  traffic  will 
not  increase  over  its  present  level.     Their  study  was 
made  on  the  assumption  that  there  would  not  be  a  BART 
system  serving  the  airport  by  19  85. 

The  draft  EIR  contained  considerable  information  on 
air  quality.     The  final  report  added  to  this  information 
by  calculating  the  estimated  emissions  of  automobiles 
going  to  and  from  the  airport  in  1970.     Because  of 
the  more  stringent  auto  pollution  requirements,  pollution 
from  autos  going  to  and  from  the  airport  will  drop  con- 
siderably by  19  85,  even  though  auto  traffic  may  double. 
Pollution  due  to  aircraft  and  vehicles  on  the  airport 
will  drop  slightly  by  19  85. 

The  draft  EIR  indicated  the  expansion  program  would 
accommodate  31  million  annual  passengers.     Many  people 
in  the  public  hearings  interpreted  this  to  mean  that 
the  airport  expansion  would  draw  millions  of  additional 
people  to  the  Bay  Area.     The  final  impact  report  adds 
data  that  shows  past  air  passenger  increases  were  due 
primarily  to  income  and  employment  increases. 

The  finished  facilities  will  provide  for  31  million 
annual  passengers  and  this  increase  in  passengers  will 
cause  approximately  30,000  more  people  to  be  employed, 
13,000  in  the  air  transport  or  associated  industries, 
and  17,000  in  service  industries.     This  increase  in 
employment  would  create  a  demand  for  16,000  additional 
dwelling  units  in  San  Mateo  County,  and  raise  utility 
services  about  8.8  percent. 
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The  draft  EIR  indicated  the  types  of  waste  water 
treatment  improvement  that  are  included  in  the  ex- 
pansion program.     The  water  from  the  airport  being 
discharged  into  the  Bay  in  198  5  will  be  cleaner  than 
the  water  discharged  in  1970. 

Considerable  construction  materials  will  be  utilized 
in  buildings  and  facilities  for  the  expansion  program 
but  these  represent  only  4  to  18  percent  of  like 
materials  used  in  San  Francisco  and  San  Mateo  Counties 
on  an  annual  basis.     These  materials  are  enumerated 
in  the  final  EIR*     The  increase  in  passengers  will 
cause  increases  in  the  annual  consumption  of  water, 
natural  gas,  electricity,  and  aviation  fuel.  These 
increases  are  an  inevitable  result  of  the  increased 
number  of  air  passengers. 

The  Bay  Pill  was  described  in  the  Draft  EIR.  The 
Final  Report  describes  in  greater  detail  which  areas 
were  filled  in  1970,  before  impact  reports  were  re- 
quired and  recommends  that  filling  of  the  Seaplane 
Harbor  be  deferred  until  a  separate  impact  statement 
is  completed.     The  Final  EIR  contains  additional  in- 
formation on  alternatives  to  the  expansion  program. 
One  alternative  is  to  not  accomplish  the  expansion 
program.     This  will  not  stop  increases  in  air  passengers 
but  will  cause  air  passengers  increased  congestion  and 
delay.     This  would  also  mean  that  water  entering  the 
Bay  would  not  be  cleaned  up  and  that  more  of  the  smaller 
and  noisier  aircraft  would  have  to  remain  in  use  at 
the  Airport  making  noise  effects  greater.  Slow-moving 
autos  and  autcs  caught  in  airport  congestion  would 
create  greater  pollution  emissions.     Other  transporta- 
tion systems  were  considered,  such  as  rapid  rail  transit 
to  Los  Angeles.     This  does  not  appear  to  be  operationally 
feasible  until  some  time  after  19  85. 

The  final  report  also  includes  data  on  earthquakes, 
tidal  waves,  air  freight,  impact  on  San  Carlos  and  Half 
Moon  3ay  airports,  secondary  effects  of  the  expansion, 
and  the  West  of  Bayshore  development  that  were  not  in  the 
Draft  EIR. 

Several  changes  to  the  Expansion  Program  are  recommended 
as  means  to  mitigating  some  of  its  adverse  effects. 

"The  first  of  these  is  the  deletion  of  Project  A-9,  Exten- 
sion to  Runway  1-L.     This  750-foot  extension  toward  the 
Bayshore  Freeway  was  included  in  the  Program  to  provide 
additional  length  to  permit  heavier- loaded  aircraft  to 
depart  from  this  runway.     However,  such  operations  would 
create  a  greater  noise  impact  on  Millbrae  and  Burlingame 
which  is  not  considered  warranted.     Consequently,  the 
Staff  recommends  that  this  project  be  deleted. 

Project  L-5,  Seaplane  Harbor  Fill,  has  been  recommended 
for  deferral  until  preliminary  plans  are  prepared  suffi- 
ciently well  to  determine  how  this  fill  would  take  place 
and  a  separate  environmental  impact  report  made  on  the 
project  to  fully  examine  its  total  impact. 

Likewise,  Project  L-6,  Seaplane  Harbor  Utilities  and 
Roads,  would  be  deferred  until  a  decision  had  been 
made  on  the  fill  of  the  Seaplane  Harbor.     These  two  pro- 
jects fill  a  need  which  is  independent  of  the  remainder 
of  the  Expansion  Program  and  this  deferral  can  be  made 
without  affecting  the  other  necessary  work. 
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Included  in  the  Expansion  Program  is  a  project  for 
monitoring  noise  from  aircraft  operations.     This  will 
permit  necessary  adjustments  to  operations  to  comply 
with  the  California  noise  standards.     The  Staff  recom- 
mends that  this  project  be  increased  to  include  a 
system  for  monitoring  air  pollution  resulting  from  air- 
craft emissions.     This  system  will  permit  the  adjustment 
of  operations  to  prevent  conditions  which  are  hazardous 
to  health  from  developing. 

In  order  to  further  reduce  congestion  on  the  streets 
of  the  nearby  communities,  it  is  also  recommended  that 
Project  L-23,  Widen  Frontage  Roads  to  Four  Lanes,  be 
modified  to  include  provisions  to  permit  jointly  sponsor- 
ed improvements  to  the  intersections  of  the  Airport  Front- 
age Road  with  Millbrae  and  San  Bruno  Avenues. 

In  conclusion,  it  is  believed  that  the  Final  Environ- 
mental Impact  Report  has  considered  all  of  the  impacts 
which  are  expected  to  affect  the  environment  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  Expansion  Program  and  is  a  complete,  accurate 
and  objective  report.     Adoption  of  the  changes  to  the 
Program  which  have  been  recommended  will  further  mitigate 
some  adverse  impacts. 
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Commissioner  McDonnell  inquired  if  there  were  any  questions  con- 
cerning Mr.  Bertken's  statement.     There  were  none.     Mr.  McDonnell 
told  the  audience  that  Mr.  Bertken  had  summarized  the  major  changes 
The  Airports  Commission  has  reviewed  the  EIR  since  the  last  meet- 
ing and  in  this  final  EIR  report,   the  Commission  assumes  that  the 
four  major  changes  are:    (a)  Deletion  of  the  extension  of  Runway  1L; 
(b)  Deferring  the  filling  of  the  seaplane  harbor;    (c)  the  addition 
of  monitoring  air  pollution,  and   (d)  Widening  the  Frontage  Road 
and  improvements  to  the  Millbrae  access  road. 

Commissioner  McDonnell  then  asked  those  who  wanted  to  speak  to 
come  forth.  Speakers  were  requested  to  limit  their  remarks  to 
five  minutes. 

The  first  speaker  was  Mr.  Gil  Bailie,  director  of  the  Environ- 
mental Impact  Planning  Corporation,  Ecology  Center  in  San  Francisco 

Mr.  Bailie  told  the  Airports  Commission  he  would  introduce 
three  individuals  who  would  summarize  for  the  Commission  the  re- 
sults of  some  fairly  intensive  research,  carried  out  in  the 
last  three  weeks,  into  the  expansion  plans  and  the  impact  of  them 
on  the  environment.     Prior  to  that,  Mr.  Bailie  stated  that  the 
Ecology  Center  was  involved  in  a  wide-range  of  programs.  In 
both  those  areas  they  try  to  provide  a  thorough  analysis  of  the 
work  being  done  and  an  in-depth  look  at  whatever  question  is  be- 
fore the  public.     They  have  had  some  problems  in  terms  of  the 
Airport  Expansion  plan.     This  was  no  ciritcism  of  the  staff  at 
the  Airport,  but  the  time  factor  that  the  Center  has  had  in  re- 
viewing the  voluminous  documents  and  coming  up  with  a  thorough 
and  meaningful  critique  to  the  documents  has  been  very  difficult. 
The  Ecology  Center  didn't  really  get  access  to  the  Final  EIR  till 
Monday,  April  30.     I  believe  you  will  find  that  the  results  of 
this  research  are  helpful. 

Mr.  Bailie  spoke  on  behalf  of  the  Ecology  Center  environment 
organization.     Many  individuals  had  input  into  the  research  that 
will  be  summarized  by  the  three  individuals  he  was  about  to 
introduce.     Specifically,  the  study  done  by  the  environmental 
planning  corporation.     On  behalf  of  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  and 
many  other  organizations  which  were  involved,  including  the 
Sierra  Club,  Friends  of  the  Earth,  and  others.  The  study  in- 
volves the  research  on  the  initial  EIR  and  the  summary  today 
of  the  final  draft. 

Mr.  Bailie  continued  stating  he  would  introduce  three  individuals 
to  help  state  some  of  this  research.     Mr.  William  Brinton,  a 
local  attorney  who  has  been  on  the  City  Planning  Commission  for 
six  years,  including  two  years  as  president  of  the  commission  and 
who  will  refer  specifically  to  the  applicable  state  laws; 
Michael  Fajans,  an  economist-planner  for  the  Ecology  Center  who 
will  address  the  economics  of  the  Financial  Plan,  and  the  revised 
report;  and  Professor  Gary  Widman,  professor  at  Hastings  Law  School 
who  will  not  speak  in  his  capacity  as  professor,  but  he  will  bring 
to  bear  on  the  issues  that  expertise  which  he  has  on  the  issues, 
and  the  Federal  Laws  that  apply  to  the  project. 

Mr.  Brinton  Spoke  and  asked  the  Commission  if  it  considered  it 
was  bound  by,  or  operated  under,  the  recently  enacted  City 
Ordinance  which  makes  the  City  Planning  Commission  the  final 
arbitrator  of  the  accuracy  of  the  EIR? 
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Mr.  Jerome  Cohen,  Deputy  City  Attorney,  answered  stating  the 
City  did  not  consider  the  recently  adopted  ordinance  as  being 
binding  by  virtue  of  some  language  making  reference  to  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  itself.     Any  project  in  which  sub- 
stantial work  on  the  EIR  has  already  been  done  is  not  covered 
by  the  ordinance,  nor  by  the  State  law.     However,  the  City 
Attorney's  office  advised  the  Commission  that  whenever  possible, 
they  should  follow  the  procedures  in  the  spirit  of  the  ordinance. 
When  it  becomes  time  for  the  presentation  of  the  EIR,  those 
provisions  leading  to  posting  of  notice,  where  substantial 
changes  have  been  made  in  the  draft  EIR,  this  notice  be  posted 
on  the  office  of  the  City  Planning  Commission.     This  was  done 
five  days  prior  to  today,  actually  six  days  prior  to  today,  in 
compliance  with  the  spirit  of  the  ordinance. 

Mr.  Brinton  asked  Mr.  Cohen  if  the  Commission  was  exempt. 

Mr.  Cohen  answered  stating  it  was  the  intention  to  exempt  the 
Airport  Expansion  Program  from  the  City  ordinance.  The  ordi- 
nance was  only  adopted  on  April  10,  when  the  Mayor  signed  it. 
The  three  public  hearings were  all  held  prior  to  that  time. 

Mr.  Brinton  told  the  Airports  Commission  that  in  his  opinion, 
the  expansion  program  may  be  neither  necessary  or  desirable. 
Brinton  discussed  the  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study  prepared 
by  ABAG,  generally  stating  that  the  report  was  prepared  before 
environmental  protection  legislation  was  enacted  and  was,  there- 
fore considered  a  shallow  base  for  use  in- formulating  an  EIR  report. 

Brinton  quoted  several  laws  dealing  with  the  environment  stating 
that  in  his  opinion,  adoption  of  the  EIR  by  the  Commission  would 
assure  litigation  sincere,  Brinton,  felt  that  the  EIR  did  not 
meet  the  requirements  under  the  various  laws  enacted. 

Brinton  continued,  quoting  cases  relevant  to  the  EIR  which  in 
Brinton' s  opinion  substantiated  his  arguments  against  the  adoption 
of  EIR.     Brinton  discussed  certain  section  of  the  EIR  generally 
stating  they  were  either  based  on  invalid  conclusions  and/or  did 
not  address  the  issues. 

In  conclusion,  and  on  behalf  of  the  Ecology  Center,  it  was  Mr. 
Brinton' s  opinion  that  the  EIR  before  the  Commission  was  legally 
insufficient  under  CEQA.     According  to  Brinton,  it  should  be 
revised  to  cover  in  detail  the  omissions  discussed  earlier.  It 
was  also  Mr.  Brinton 's  opinion  that  an  EIS  under  NEPA  would  be 
required. 

Mr.  Brinton  said  in  the  limited  time  available,  it  has  been  im- 
possible to  cover  more  than  some  of  the  more  significant  omissions 
in  this  EIR.     It  was  only  at  noon  on  April  30  that  he  received  it. 
The  schedule  appears  to  call  for  a  presentation  to  the  Finance 
Committee  of  the  Board  on  May  2  and  to  the  full  Board  on  May  7. 
Mr.  Brinton' s  question  to  the  Commission  was  -  why  the  haste  on  a 
project  which  may  have  a  devastating  impact  on  the  Bay  Area  environ- 
ment for  generations  to  come? 

Mr.  Brinton 's  entire  statement  is  on  file  with  the  Secretary  of 
the  Airports  Commission. 
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Mr.  Dwyer  explained  that,  under  the  City  Ordinance,  the  final 
EIR  will  be  brought  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The 
staff  is  not  at  that  stage  yet. 

The  next  speaker  was  M.  Fajans,  economist  for  the  Environmental 
Impact  Corporation.     Mr.  Fajans  told  the  Commission  that  the 
corporation  had  prepared  major  impact  studies  for  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  National  Park  Service,  Oakland  Redevelopment  Agency, 
and  many  other  private  and  public  clients.    Today,  he  was  repre- 
senting the  Ecology  Center,  for  whom  we  have  investigated  the 
adequacies  of  the  environmental  impact  report. 

Mr.  Fajans  continued,  discussing  problems  he  found  with  several 
of  the  underlying  assumptions  of  the  impact  report  and  expansion 
program  itself.     He  thought  that  the  state  of  knowledge  in  fore- 
casting was  not  sufficient  to  substantiate  the  Airport's  as- 
sumptions.    Fajans  thought  they  were  uncertain,  sometimes  contra- 
dictory, and  the  implications  of  other  equally  valid  assumptions 
were  not  explored  in  the  impact  report.    Fajans  listed  several 
examples. 

Mr.  Fajans  disputed  the  forecasted  figure  of  31,000,000  by  1985 
citing  the  recession  during  1970-71  and  further  questioned 
24,000,000  passengers  by  1976. 

Fajans  stated  that  concession  revenues  were  related  to  passenger 
figures  and  intimated  that  if  concession  revenue  fell  off,  the 
airport  would  end  up  on  the  tax  rolls. 

Fajans  discussed  the  BART  extension  stating  that  a  bus  system 
would  be  a  better  alternative.     Fajans  concluded  that  in  his 
opinion,  the  possibility  existed  that  the  airport  would  have  to 
buy  land  and  there  were  no  provisions  in  the  financial  schedule 
for  this. 

A  written  copy  of  Mr.  Fajan's  statement  is  on  file  with  the 
Secretary,  Airports  Commission. 

Mr.  Gary  Widmar  was  the  next  speaker.    Mr.  Widmar  told  the 
Commission  he  spoke  for  the  Ecology  Center,  and  not  in  his 
capacity  as  a  professor  of  law  at  the  University  of  California, 
Hastings  College  of  the  Law.     Mr.  Widman  noted  that  although 
Mr.  Brinton  discussed  state  law  applicable  to  your  project,  he, 
Widman,  would  like  to  point  our  several  Federal  laws  which  must 
be  satisfied  before  your  project  can  be  completed. 

Mr.  Widmar  quoted  several  Federal  laws  relating  to  pollution  and 
Federal  aid  to  airports.     The  laws  discussed  by  Mr.  Widmar  dealt 
with  discharges  into  the  Bay,  requirement  for  filing  an  environ- 
mental impact  statement  when  applying  for  Federal  funds,  the 
possibility  of  having  to  acquire  public  property  as  a  result  of 
noise,  compatible  zoning  with  local  planning  agencies,  legal 
liability  of  airport  owners  and  reserve  funds  to  handle  contin- 
gencies relating  to  law  suits.     In  all  of  these  areas,  Mr.  Widmar 
intimated  the  risk  and  problems  were  so  great  that  he,  Mr.  Widmar 
felt  it  imprudent  to  go  forward  with  the  expansion  program. 

Mr.  Widmar' s  written  statement  is  on  file  with  the  Secretary  of 
the  Airports  Commission. 
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Sally  Cooper  was  the  next  speaker.     She  told  the  Commission 
that  the  Bay  Area  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club,  with  a  member- 
ship of  40,000  and  The  Loma  Prieta  Chapter,  with  17,000  members 
have  gone  on  record  as  opposing  the  expansion  proposals  for  the 
San  Francisco  Airport.     In  Cooper's  opinion,  the  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Report  was  totally  inadequate  in  assessing  the 
Environmental  Impact  of  the  proposed  expansion  and  misleading 
as  to  the  actual  consequences  if  such  a  project  were  to  be  approved. 
The  Sierra  Club  has  neither  received  nor  been  informed  of  the  com- 
pletion of  the  final  EIR,  nor  has  any  other  citizen  group  that 
testified  at  public  hearings  on  this  subject.     The  public  has  not 
had  an  opportunity  to  review  or  analyze  the  final  EIR,  which 
exposure  and  review,  after  all,  is  the  sole  purpose  for  preparing 
such  costly  reports,  and  the  express  intention  of  the  legislation 
which  requires  them.     Having  only  recently  been  completed,  Cooper 
asked  that  the  Commission  postpone  approval  of  the  Final  EIR 
until  it  can  be  adequately  studied  and  commented  upon  by  concerned 
citizen  groups. 

Susan  Smith  was  the  next  speaker.     She  went  on  record  as  opposing 
the  expansion  plans  until  it  is  established  that  it  has  a  benefit 
on  the  Bay  Area  as  a  whole.     Smith  criticized  the  short  length 
of  time  she  had  to  review  the  final  draft  and  the  fact  that  the 
only  expert  testimony  has  been  paid  for  by  the  Ecology  Center, 
San  Francisco  Tomorrow.     Smith  thought  that  with  an  issue  as 
large  and  as  important  as  the  Expansion  Program,  the  Airport 
should  have  wanted  expert  testimony  to  judge  the  value  of  the 
report.     Smith  referred  to  the  resolution  approving  the  Master 
Bond  Resolution  providing  for  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
Revenue  Bonds.     As  she  understood  it,  the -Impact  Report  processed 
by  the  Airport  under  the  provisions  of  the  Environmental  Quality 
Act  must  have  full  disclosure.     To  suggest  that  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  would  consider  and  approve  revenue  bonds  for  the 
Expansion  Program  made  a  mockery  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report. 
Smith  stated  that  attorneys  led  her  to  understand  that  the  City's 
decision-making  body  was  the  funding  body  and  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors.    The  Finance  Committee  was  not  to  hear  the  report  and  not 
consider  the  revenue  bonds  and  furthermore  that  when  the  Commission 
adopted  some  interim  approval  of  revenue  bonds,  that  was  probably 
illegal. 

Smith  concluded  by  asking  the  Commission  if  they  had  time  to  read 
the  final  report.     All  Commissioners  stated  that  they  had. 

Smith  then  requested  further  public  hearings. 

The  next  speaker  was  Connie  Parrish  of  the  Friends  of  the  Earth. 
Parrish  told  the  Commission  that  the  Friends  of  the  Earth  were 
opposed  to  expansion  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport  for  two  main 
reasons.     First,  it  would  encourage  unnecessary  and  unwanted 
growth,  particularly  on  the  Peninsula.     Second  it  would  contribute, 
also  unnecessarily,  to  the  nation's  ever-worsening  fuel  crisis. 
Friends  of  the  Earth  encouraged  the  Airports  Commission  to  present 
their  expansion  plan  to  the  people  on  a  regional  ballot  to  deter- 
mine community  sentiment  on  the  issue,  and  consider  alternatige 
transportation  systems. 

The  written  statement  of  Connie  Parrish  is  on  file  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  Airports  Commission. 
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Mr.  Walker,  Mayor,  Foster  City,  was  the  next  speaker.  Mr. 
Walker  told  the  Commission  he  thought  the  EIR  report  was  a 
poor  report,  and  failed  to  reflect  directly  on  the  issue — 
ground  transportation.     Mr.  Walker  wanted  to  know  what  the 
Airport  was  going  to  do  about  the  added  vehicle  traffice  in 
and  out  of  the  Airport.     Mr.  Walker  stated  the  cooperation  of 
the  Division  of  Highways  was  required  in  order  to  come  up  with 
new  criteria  and  plan. 

Mr.  Walker  thought  the  Airport  had  not  addressed  the  cargo 
flight  increase,  saying  it  would  result  in  additional  night 
flights.     Walker  discussed  briefly  the  SFO  to  LAX  corridor, 
stating  he  didn't  think  PSA  would  use  larger  aircraft.  Therefore, 
the  number  of  flights  would  increase. 

Mr.  Walker  concluded  by  stating  he  thought  the  Airport  should 
comply  with  State  legislation  -  be  frank  -  be  direct  and  not  be 
evasive. 

The  next  speaker  was  Mr.  Irwin  Ellinberger,  business  agent  for 
Sheet  Metal  Workers. 

Mr.  Ellinberger  generally  supported  the  Expansion  Program,  de- 
crying the  philosophical  attitude  and  facetious  suggestions  of 
those  who  spoke  before  him. 

Mr.  Richard  Gamer  spoke  next.     He  told  the  Commission  he  wanted 
his  statement  to  be  considered  representative  of  a  private  citizen. 
Mr.  Gamer  said  he  was  very  displeased  that  so  little  time  has  been 
granted  the  public  to  review  the  final  draft  of  the  Environmental 
Impact  Report  on  the  Expansion  of  San  Francisco  International 
Airport.     Because  of  the  all  too  brief  time  allowed  for  review, 
Gamer  urged  the  Commission  to  reschedule  this  meeting  to  grant 
reasonable  opportunity  for  public  review  of  a  document  of  such 
magnitude,  complexity,  and  importance. 

In  consideration  of  the  aforementioned,  Gamer  said  he  was  forced 
to  limit  himself  to  comment  on  the  RASSC  Committee  Final  Plan  and 
the  January,  1973  Environmental  Impact  Report.     Concerning  both 
these  documents,  he  joined  with  others  in  expressing  dissatisfaction 
with  the  plans  for  expansion  of  San  Francisco  International  Airport. 
At  this  period  in  the  process  of  review  he  could  add  little  to  what 
already  has  been  said  in  specific  criticism  of  the  RASS  Final  Plan 
and  the  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

Mr.  Gamer's  written  statement  is  on  file  with  the  Secretary  of 
the  Airports  Commission. 

The    next  speaker  was  Eleanor  Larsen,  conservationist  chairman  of 
the  Peninsula  Group  of  the  Sierra  Club,  Loma  Prieta  Chapter.  Mrs. 
Larsen  told  the  Commission  she  did  have  an  opportunity  to  look  at 
the  Final  Report  this  morning;  approximately  one  hour  and  a  half 
to  digest  three  volumes.     Page  2-53  regarding  the  fill  of  the 
seaplane  harbor  states,  this  is  not  related  to  the  remainder  of 
the  expansion  program.     Rather  a  set  of  plans  is  being  prepared 
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for  the  fill  program,  and  this  project  should  be  deferred 
until  a  decision  can  be  made  as  to  whether  to  proceed  or  not. 
This  is  very  interesting  because  in  the  communities  which  are 
on  the  San  Mateo  Planning  Department,  there  is  at  the  very 
end  of  the  comments  a  note  that  deletes  guidelines  of  Section 
5069,  which  requires  that  multiple  or  phase  projects  be  covered 
by  an  EIR. 

Mrs.  Larsen  stated  she  would  like  to  call  that  to  the  attention 
of  the  Commission.     It  has  become  apparent  to  some  who  feel  that 
approximately  $16  million  of  Federal  funds  are  now  for  review 
before  ABAG  and  if  no  comprehensive  Federal  statement  is  being 
made  on  the  overall  project,  the  CEPA  guidelines  are  not  being 
followed. 

In  other  comments  relating  to  the  report,  Mrs.  Larsen  stated  it 
was  interesting  to  note  that  the  State  Department  of  Aeronautics 
has  not  yet  commented.     The  State  letter  signed  by  F.  F.  Woodworth 
was  dated  March  7 ,  so  it  appears  that  was  for  the  purpose  of  the 
Commission  Public  Hearing  held  at  that  time.     Mrs.  Larsen  asked 
if  the  State  Board  of  Aeronautics  has  commented. 

Mr.  Bertken  answered  stating  the  State  Board  had  no  additional 
comments. 

Mrs.  Larsen  asked  if  they  intend  to  comment. 

Mr.  Bertken  stated  he  could  not  answer  for  them. 

Mrs.  Larsen  asked  the  Commission  if  they  had  read  the  final  En- 
vironmental Statement  plus  all  the  comments. 

All  Commissioners  answered  in  the  affirmative. 

Mrs.  Larsen  then  stated  she  had  a  copy  of  the  Division  of  Highways 
letter  which  she  had  been  very  concerned  about.     The  Division  of 
Highways  was  under  the  assumption  that  there  would  be  no  increase 
in  transit  facilities.     In  other  words,  it  would  be  the  same  15% 
using  buses,  that  Route  101  would  be  the  highway  most  effected 
and  that  Route  101  is  at  capacity  now  during  peak  hours.     The  1985 
traffic  demand  shows  approximately  204,000  vehicles  per  day  want- 
ing to  use  Route  101  south  of  Millbrae  Avenue.     This  is  over  the 
180,000  capacity.     The  San  Francisco  coast  highway  could  handle 
2000  vehicles  per  day.     This  volume  is  possible.     Relative  to 
that,  streets  such  as  El  Camino  Real  between  3rd  Avenue  and  Mill- 
brae Avenue  will  experience  increased  traffic,  local  traffic; 
people  who  live  in  the  area  will  not  be  able  to  use  Bayshore  be- 
cause it  will  be  at  capacity. 
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Mrs.  Larsen  did  not  agree  with  the  forecast  31  million  pas- 
sengers, but  did  agree  that  it  will  grow,  as  will  many  cities 
around  the  airport,  no  matter  what  kind  of  policy  was  adopted. 
Mrs.  Larsen  raised  the  question  concerning  the  RASSC  study. 
What  percentage  of  a  possible  BART  system  was  the  airport's 
responsibility?    Would  it  be  the  airport  owners,  airlines, 
users?     How  was  it  going  to  be  financed?    Mrs.  Larsen  stated 
she  could  not  find  an  answer  to  the  question  in  the  final  EIR 
statement. 

Mrs.  Larsen' s  complete  statement  is  on  file  with  the  Secretary 
of  the  Airports  Commission. 

Mr.  Morton  Levy,  executive  director  for  accountants  of  public 
interests  in  San  Francisco,  spoke  next.     Levy  told  the  Commission 
he  had  been  retained  by  the  Ecology  Center  to  assist  them  in 
their  concern  with  this  matter.     One  thing  that  he  had  a  chance 
to  review  was  the  Peat,  Marwick  &  Mitchell  report.     Levy  stated 
that  he  doubted  the  assumptions  used  in  forecasting  the  number 
of  passengers  mentioned  earlier  to  be  handled  at  the  airport. 
He  talked  about  the  increase  from  370  thousand  square  feet 
rented  to  the  airlines  presently  to  a  projected  1,400,000  square 
feet.     He  considered  it  a  fairly  substantial  assumption,  par- 
ticularly in  view  of  the  changes  occurring  in  the  airline  industry; 
an  industry  in  a  state  of  fluctuation.     Losses  suffered  in  the 
last  few  years,  with  less  than  half-load  factor  the. airline  industry 
experiences,  makes  it  subject  to  question  that  the  Airport  will  have 
tenants  for  the  full  1,400,000  square  feet.     Levy  questioned  the 
necessity  for  expansion.     The  fact  that  there  is  a  load  factor  of 
only  slightly  more  than  50%  suggests  that  something  is  wrong.  If 
this  is  in  control  of  the  Airports  Commission,  caution  should  be 
the  byword.     This  should  be  studied  and  examined  before  a  project 
of  this  magnitude  is  undertaken.     Levy  wanted  to  know  if  there 
had  been  studies  made  that  he  might  look  at  regarding  this  question. 

Commissioner  McDonnell  answered  saying,  any  particular  study  on 
this  would  be  furnished  by  the  staff  including  the  kind  of  report 
and  the  place  to  get  the  report. 


*NOTE:     Pages  51  through  64  are  blank.     Page  65  picks  up 
the  May  1,  197  3  Minutes. 
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Mr.  Henry  Boswick,  Jr.  representative  of  the  San  Mateo  Countv 
Development  Association  commented  next: 

Boswick  told  the  Commission  he  would  not  be  repetitive  and  proba- 
bly v/ould  only  take  a  few  minutes  to  represent  these  businesses 
and  industries  not  only  in  San  Mateo  County ,  but  throughout  tbe 
Bay  Area,  which  use  the  facilities  at  the  Airport  and  recognise 
the  need  for  the  expansion.     Regardless  of  what  people  are  con- 
cerned with,  to  assist  with  working  on  the  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  there  is  State  Legislation  and  Federal  Leqislation  to 
be  considered  on  projects.     It  is  unfortunate  that  there  arp 
probably  no  legal  means  where  other  citizens  can  stop  the  delays 
for  services.     Mayor  Walker  of  Foster  City  recognizes  rrv  ncr-ition 
in  this  effort.     There  is  faith  and  confidence  in  this  overall 
development,  enabling  San  Francisco  to  keep  up  with  the  aviation 
needs  of  the  future. 


Mr.  Brinton  asked  the  Commission  if  they  acted  favorablv  on  the 
matter  before  them,  when  may  the  public  anticipate  the  filing 
of  the  notice  of  intent  to  proceed? 

Mr.  Cohen  Deputy  City  Attorney,  answered  by  stating  that  assuming 
the  Airports  Commission  approves  the  EIR  and  adopts  it  as  a 
condition  precedent,  and  decides  to  go  forward  with  the  project, 
they  will  then  file  a  notice  of  determination  with  the  Cou"ty  Clerk 
of  San  Mateo  Countv.     The  law  requires  that  the  notice  of  determina- 
tion be  filed  with  the  County  Clerk  of  the  San  Mateo  Court'-. 
There  are  no  specific  provisions  whereby  an  interested  party  may 
obtain  a  copy  of  the  notice  of  determination  on  or  about  the  date 
of  the  filing.     It  would  normally  be  available  at  the  County  Clerk's 
office.     Mr.  Cohen  assumed  that  if  a  specific  request  for  a  copy 
was  made,  the  Airports  Commission  would  furnish  a  copv. 

Mr.  William  F.  Bourne,  Utilities  General  Counsel,  interjected 
stating  the  public  has  the  right  to  get  a  copy.     The  retire  to 
proceed  was  a  public  document. 


Mr.  Robert  Gilmore,  San  Mateo  Building  Trades  Council,  representing 
15,000  construction  workers  in  San  Mateo  County,  spoke  ne::t. 
Gilmore  told  the  Commission  he  was  in  favor  of  jobs  and  wevking 
people,  as  the  largest  employer  in  the  county.     The  workers  are 
a  large  part  of  the  economy.     They  build  homes  people  live  in  a^d 
will  vote  in  elections.     Gilmore  stated  the  Building  Trader  Council 
was  not  asking  for  welfare,  but  a  chance  to  work  at  their  trade. 
Construction  workers  are  too  proud  to  ask  for  welfare.     It's  not 
easy  for  them  to  find  employment  like  other  people  in  sales,  adver- 
tising, etc.     There  is  a  chance  here  to  make  the  airport  work  for 
all  the  people.     The  plans  have  been  drawn  with  consideration. 
The  report  has  been  read  inside  and  out,  it  has  been  severely 
criticized  and  revised.     The  motives  of  those  who  would  obstruct 
transportation  are  based  on  a  no-growth  policy  and  will  result 
in  a  worthless,  miserable  environment  of  inadequate  sewers,  pevrer 
shortages,  work  shortages,  high  priced  houses  and  backbrcaking  taxes. 

Mrs.  Larson  asked  the  Commission  how  and  when  would  the  Fi^al 
Environmental  Report  be  made  available  to  local  jurisdiction  and 
the  public? 

Mr.  Dwyer  answered  stating  there  would  be  copies  available  for 
interested  parties.     They  have  been  sent  to  governmental  agencies. 
The  cost  would  be  $20  each. 
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Mrs.  Larsen  asked  if  the  Airport  would  be  sending  the  EIR  to  public 
libraries. 

Mr.  Dwyer  said  the  Airport  filed  there  in  two  places:  the  County 
Planning  Department  of  San  Francisco,  and  San  Mateo.  Copies  are 
available  at  the  airport  for  $20. 

Mrs.  Larsen  requested  that  the  EIR  Report  be  put  in  the  San  Mateo 
County  libraries. 

Commissioner  McDonnell  told  the  audience  the  Commission  had  an 
obligation  to  the  Bay  Region.    The  expansion  program  isn't  something 
the  Commission  created  suddenly.     It  has  been  studied  and  worked 
on  for  many  years.    No  one  has  really  touched  on  the  real  basics 
of  what  the  Airports  Commission  is  attempting  to  do  at  the  Airport. 

Many  apparently  assume  the  Airports  Commission  is  planning  to 
appropriate  390  Million  Dollars  and  build  a  complete  airport  over- 
night.   Reviewing  some  of  the  major  projects,  the  Airport  presently 
has  a  Central  Terminal  and  a  South  Terminal.    Construction  has 
started  on  a  North  Terminal.     Five  million  dollars  have  been  invested 
in  the  foundations  for  the  North  Terminal.    When  completed,  the 
North  Terminal  building  and  the  boarding  areas  will  represent  an 
investment  of  approximately  $60  million.    The  construction  of  the 
foundation  for  the  North  Terminal  was  stopped  at  one  point  in  order 
to  change  the  plans  to  include  BART  when  and  if  it  goes  through 
San  Mateo  County.    What  the  Commission  is  really  talking  about 
is  building  a  North  Terminal  and  adding  24  gates. 

What  is  the  balance  of  the  building  program? 

It  consists  of  enlarging  the  present  Central  Terminal  to  replace 
the  old,  outmoded  piers,  gates  and  boarding  areas  that  are  now 
connected  to  the  North  and  Central  Terminals,  and  to  provide  frontal 
gates  so  that  planes  can  come  up  close  to  the  terminal.    This  is 
especially  necessary  for  those  carriers  going  back  and  forth  to 
Los  Angeles.     It  is  a  commute  type  of  service  which  represents 
45  or  50%  of  our  total  traffic. 

The  next  project  will  be  to  expand  the  present  South  Terminal 
building  on  each  end  and  replace  the  old  outdated  piers  and  boarding 
areas  that  are  already  there.    The  next  major  project  is  to  expand 
the  Airport  Parking  Garage  to  meet  a  requirement  that  already 
exists,  in  order  to  take  care  of  a  lack  of  parking  facilities. 
In  addition,  a  new  Control  Tower  will  be  constructed  at  the  center 
of  the  garage.     It  will  be  constructed  with  Federal  Funds  and  will 
be  replacing  an  old,  crowded,  outdated  tower  in  the  interest  of 
flight  safety. 

Growth  is  inevitable,  and  according  to  our  1972  passenger  figures 
is  here  now,  is  moving  ahead,  and  the  Airports  Commission  must 
be  prepared  to  meet  that  growth.    People  utilizing  and  visiting 
the  airport  require  and  have  the  right  to  a  proper  facility.  Most 
of  the  present  facilities  were  built  for  much  smaller  planes  and 
a  lower  capacity  of  passengers.    Therefore,  it  is  absolutely  neces- 
sary to  build  larger  capacity  loading  areas  in  order  to  take  care 
of  the  large  amount  of  people  that  are  presently  using  the  Airport. 

Talking  about  the  major  expenses  used  to  build  the  North  Terminal, 
its  boarding  and  apron  areas  that  will  replace  the  present  out- 
moded ones.    The  total  expanse  in  gate  spaces  is  roughly  24  for 
the  North  Terminal  and  then,  depending  on  the  structures  for  the 
South  and  Central  Terminals,  there  are  very  few  added  gates.  The 
Commission  is  attempting  to  take  care  of  these  people  already  coming 
to  San  Francisco. 
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Someone  mentioned  the  possibility  of  program  going  on  the  tax 
roll.     Landing  fees  agreement  with  the  airlines  are  predicated 
on  the  basis  that  the  Commission  has  the  authority  to  set  the 
landing  fees  for  three  years  and  at  the  end  of  each  3-year  period, 
review  them.     They  can  be  opened  immediately  if  at  any  time,  the 
airport  appears  to  be  going  on  the  tax  rolls  of  San  Francisco. 

As  a  part  of  the  development  program,  it  is  the  intention  of  the 
Commission  to  return  to  San  Francisco  General  Fund  $2  Million 
a  year  in  order  that  the  City,  who  put  up  close  to  $25  Million 
for  the  initial  steps  for  this  regional  airport,  would  receive 
these  funds  back  over  a  period  of  time. 

The  Commission  is  net  planning  at  this  time-under  the  present 
environmental  study- to  fill  the  Bay  any  further.     The  Commission 
does  have  a  valid  BCDC  approval  to  fill  the  old  Seaplane  Harbor. 

The  members  of  the  Commission  are  also  citizens  of  San  Francisco 
and  the  Bay  Area  and  are  interested  in  noise  and  pollution  as 
anyone  here.     The  Commission  is  also  interested  in  the  overall 
economics  of  San  Francisco,     The  Commission  feels  that  with  the 
larger  quieter  planes,  there  will  be  less  noise  at  that  airport 
than  there  is  today.       The  EIR  study  shows  that  there  will  be 
approximately  the  same  amount  of  flights  arriving  and  departing 
as  today,  as  well  as  can  be  estimated.     As  you  know,  the  Commission 
has  no  control  over  the  type  of  planes  utilized  at  the  Airport. 
However,  it  is  believed  that  the  citizens  of  the  Bay  Area  deserve 
to  have  the  proper  facilities  at  the  Airport. 

24r.  McDonnell  said  that  he  personally  believes  that  BART  will 
eventually  go  through  San  i'iateo  County,  and  it  will  not  come  to 
San  Francisco  International  Airport,  unless  it  goes  through  the 
entire  county  of  San  Mateo  County.     The  Environmental  Impact 
Report  and  expansion  program  is  not  wasted,  in  that  it  must  have 
BART.     The  Commission  certainly  hoped,  as  most  people  do,  that 
BART  will  eventually  go  through  San  Mateo  County.     This  will  help 
in  all  facets  of  all  the  communities  and  v/ill  have  positive  effects 
on  San  Francisco  International  Airport.     This  is  the  transportation 
facility  the  Commission  is  attempting  to  provide  for  the  Bay  Region. 

The  expansion  program  discussed  will  approximately  double  the  use 
of  San  Francisco  International  Airport  as  far  as  the  amount  of 
passengers  carried.     The  figures  show  that  in  Oakland,  the  required 
expanse  will  be  eight  or  ten  tines  the  size  that  it  is  now. 
The  Commission  also  feels  that,  if  any  of  you  would  take  a  tour 
of  the  Airport,  and  witnessed  an  airline  related  industry  such  as 
United  Airlines,  you  would  find  it  to  be  one  of  the  cleanest  types 
of  industry  available  providing  a  great  many  jobs.     It  is  recom- 
mended that  you  speak  to  some  of  the  people  in  the  related  job 
areas;  .working  for  United;  working  for  automobile  rental  agencies, 
and  many,  many  other  fields.     There  is  an  absolute  obligation  to 
look  at  the  broad  picture,  40%  of  the  neople  coming  into  the  Airport 
are  people  visiting.     Everyone  in  this  room  has  visited  a  city 
other  than  San  Francisco,  no  one  stopped  you  from  going  in.  When 
you  arrived  and  deplaned  at  that  specific  airport  and  had  to  walk 
a  mile  or  a  mile  and  a  half  to  get  to  your  car  or  connect  to  the 
airplanes,  you  do  not  criticize  the  airline,  you  blame  the  city  and 
the  airport,  plus  the  management  of  that  airport.     The  Commission 
is  attempting  to  properly  and  correctly  handle  the  people  who 
travel  here.     The  40%  of  the  people  that  come  and  visit  San  Francisco, 
visiting  the  entire  Day  Area  are  also  furnishing  a  tremendous  amount 
of  jobs  in  all  fields  of  the  Bay  Area  economy.     All  cities  in  America 
have  similar  problems  such  as  jobs  for  minorities.     In  San  Francisco, 
there  are  a  great  many  minorities  working  in  tourist  related  indus- 
tries. 
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Speaking  for  himself,  Commissioner  McDonnell  felt  the  Airports 
Commission  and  staff  has  done  an  excellent  job  of  planning  San 
Francisco  International  Airport.     The  EIR  Report  has  been  well 
done  and  speaking  again  for  himself,  certainly  plans  to  back  it 
in  every  way. 

Commissioner  McDonnell  asked  if  any  other  Commissioner  wished 
to  make  comments. 

Commissioner  Coblentz  asked  Mr.  Cohen,  Deputy  City  Attorney,  if 
in  Cohen's  opinion,  there  had  been  complete  compliance  with  the 
laws,  rules  and  regulations  governing  the  EIR. 

Mr.  Cohen,  Deputy  City  Attorney,  answered  stating  the  Airport 
Staff  had  done  everything  required  by  the  law.     In  fact,  there 
have  been  three  public  hearings;  comments  were  solicited  by  all 
organizations  and  persons  interested  in  this  project.     All  of 
the  comments  are  included  in  the  report  and  an  attempt  has  been 
made  to  answer  all  pertinent  comments  which  raised  significant 
points  leading  to  the  effect  on  the  environment.     The  four-volume 
EIR  Report  work  is  not  only  in  compliance  with  the  law,  but  it 
is  considered  a  genuine  attempt  to  comply  with  the  spirit  of  the 
law  to  the  best  ability  of  the  Staff.     On  this  basis,  the  EIR 
Report  complies  with  the  law  in  all  respects. 

Commissioner  Coblentz,  then  stated  he  assumed  in  the  future, 
the  Airports  Commission  will  comply  with  all  Federal  rules  and 
regulations. 

Mr.  Cohen  said  if  the  Commission  wants  Federal  Funds,  they  have 
to  comply  with  NEPA,  or  else  will  not  get  the  money. 


RESOLUTION  STANDS  ADOPTED. 


On  motion  of  Commissioner  Coblentz,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Lynn 
the  following  resolution  was  adopted: 

No.  73-010  0  Resolution  approving  the  San 

Francisco  International  Airport 
Expansion  Program  as  revised,  and 
Directing'  the  filing  of  the  Notice 
of  Determination  to  proceed  with  the 
program  with  the  County  Clerk  of  San 
Mateo  County. 

Commissioner  McDonnell  briefly  explained  the  specific  changes  -  to  the 
program  as  a  result  of  the  Final  EIR  Report. 

Commissioner  McDonnell  said  the  Program  was  staged  in  such  a  manner 
that  at  any  time  it  could  be  halted  or'delayed  for  any  number  of 
years    after  the  North  Terminal  is  completed.     After  that  particular 
project,  any  large  additions  or  replacements  to  other  buildings  and/or 
boarding  areas  can  be  put  off  for  years,  if  necessary.     There  is  no 
intention  to  enlarge  any  facilities  unless  there  are  tenants  anxious  to 
move  in. 


73  -  68 


On  motion  of  Commissioner  Lynn,  seconded  by  Commissioner  tlazzola, 
the  following  resolution  was  adopted: 


Resolution  authorizing  the  Deputy 
Director  of  Planning  and  Development 
to  exercise  as  required  the  powers 
and  duties  of  the  Director  of  Airports 
in  the  Director's  absence;  and  that 
in  the  absence  of  both  the  Director 
and  the  Deputy  Director  of  Planning 
&  Engineering,   the  Deputy  Director 
of  Operations  &  Maintenance  is  author- 
ized to  exercise  all  of  the  powers 
and  duties  of  the  Director  of  Airports 

On  motion  of  Commissioner  Lynn,   seconded  by  Commissioner  Mazzola, 
the  following  resolution  was  adopted: 

No.   73-0102  Resolution  approving  TWA's  plans  for 

a  solid  waste  handling  facility  at 
Plot  3,  to  be  done  at  TWA's  sole 
expense.  $10,000 

On  motion  of  Commissioner  Mazzola,   seconded  by  Commissioner  Lynn, 
the  following  resolution  v/as  adopted: 

No.   73-0103  Resolution  approving  Pacific  Telephone 

plans  for  relocating  underground  tele- 
phone ducts  for  State  Freeway  Projects 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $60,000  at 
the  telephone  company's  sole  expense 

On  motion  of  Commissioner  Mazzola,   seconded  by  Commissioner  Lynn, 
the  following  resolution  was  adopted: 

No.   73-0104  Resolution  approving  TWA's  plans  for 

a  cargo  container  transfer  facility 
at  Cargo  Building  Mo.   4  apron  at  a 
cost  of  $4  5,000  to  be  paid  by  TWA 

On  motion  of  Commissioner  Mazzola,   seconded  by  Commissioner  Lynn, 
the  following  resolution  was  adopted: 

No.   73-0105  Resolution  authorizing  Contractor 

Homer  J.  Olsen,   Inc.   to  proceed  with 
debit  modification  V.o.   1  for  hidden 
utilities  and  underground  obstructions 
on  Contract  745R,  Fencing  and  Paving,' 
Northeast  &  Southeast  Courts. 

On  motion  of  Commissioner  Lynn,  Seconded  by  Commissioner  Mazzola, 
the  following  resolution  was  adopted: 

No.   73-0106  Resolution  accepting  the  work  under 

Contract  758  -  Relamping  and  Repair 
of  Light  Fixtures,  Central  Terminal,  as 
completed  and  approving  final  payment 
of  $8,200.66  to  the  contractor. 

On  motion  of  Commissioner  Lynn,   seconded  by  Commissioner  Mazzola, 
the  following  resolution  was  adopted: 

No.   73-0107  Resolution  awarding  Contract  No.  785 

Addition  of  T.'.xit  Gates,  Parking  Lot 
#1  to  Coast  Electric  Company  in  Red- 
wood City  in  the  amount  of  $26,800. 


No.  73-0101 
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On  motion  of  Commissioner  Mazzola,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Lynn, 
the  following  resolution  was  adopted: 

No.  73-0108  Resolution  awarding  Contract  No.  778 

Modifications  to  Fire  Hose  Cabinets 
Parking  Garage  and  East  Terminal  to 
Peterson  and  Rathbun  Constr.  Co.  in 
San  Mateo,  in  the  amount  of  $5,970. 

On  motion  of  Commissioner  Mazzola,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Lynn, 
the  following  resolution  was  adopted: 

No.  73-0109  Resolution  authorizing  the  Director 

of  Airports  to  assign  work  to  the  San 
Francisco  Airport  Architects  to  pro- 
vide various  architectural  and  con- 
sulting services.  $75,000. 

On  motion  of  Commissioner  Lynn,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Mazzola, 
the  following  resolution  was  adopted: 

No.  73-0110  Resolution  approving  modification  of 

agreement  with  San  Francisco  Inter- 
national Airport  Medical  Clinic. 

The  Director  of  Airports,  Mr.  Dwyer,  explained  that  this  a  final  action 
to  get  a  medical  clinic  started  at  the  airport  which  had  been  delayed 
for  the  past  two  years.     Mr.  Dwyer  went  on  to  say  that  this  modification 
clarified  some  language  and  also  authorized  a  change  in  the  membership 
of  the  partnership  that  originally  signed  the  papers  and  extended 
the  term  of  the  agreement  for  two  years. 

On  motion  of  Commissioner  Lynn,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Mazzola, 
the  following  resolrtion  was  adopted: 

No.  73-0111  Resolution  authorizing  a  declaration 

of  emergency  and  to  make  necessary 
repairs  to  the  high  voltage  feeder 
and  to  request  the  city  controller  to 
certify  funds  in  the  amount  of  $3,000 
for  the  emergency  repair. 

On  motion  of  Commissioner  Lynn,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Mazzola, 
the  following  resolution  was  adopted : 

No.  7  3-0112  BE  IT  RESOLVED  that  this  Commission 

approves  the  recommendation  of  the 
Director  of  Airports  in  his  memorand- 
um of  April  24,   1973  that  William  V. 
Paizis  be  appointed  Deputy  Director 
of  Airports,  Business  Administration, 
effective  May  2,  1973. 

Ayes:  Commissioner  McDonnell 
Commissioner  Mazzola 
Commissioner  Lynn 

Absent:  Commissioner  Sutro 

Commissioner  Coblentz 


Meeting  adjourned  at  5:20  P.M. 
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STATEMENT  OF  WILLIAM  M.  BRINTON 
RE  PROPOSED  SAN  FRANCISCO  AIRPORT  EXPANSION  PLAN 

(May  1,  1973) 

I 

The  San  Francisco  Airport  Expansion  Plan  may  be 
neither  necessary  or  desirable*,     In  proposing  to  double 
the  capacity  of  the  present  facility  by  1985  at  a  cost  of 
$390,000,000,  the  Airport  Commission  has  begun  with  the 
wrong  end  of  the  syllogism.     Its  argument  postulates  a  sub- 
stantial increase  in  the  population  of  the  Bay  Area  over 
the  next  25  years.     It  then  argues  that  San  Francisco  must  «i' 
expand  its  airport  to  handle  the  anticipated  increase. 

The  real  question  is  whether  the  Bay  Area  can  in 
fact,  or  even  should  accommodate  the  anticipated  population 
-  increase  and  still  meet  a  variety  of  environmental  con- 
straints established  by  law.     If  the  Airport  Commission 
does  not  first  answer  this  question,  going  forward  with 
the  Airport  Expansion  Plan  becomes  a  self-fulfilling  prophecy  - 
the  increase  in  Bay  Area  population  will  occur  whether  we 
want  it  or  not. 

According  to  the  1970  Census,  the  San  Francisco 
Airport  serves  a  5  county  area  with  a  population  of 
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4,174,443.     It  is  located  near  nine  Peninsula  communities 
with  a  population  of  about  288,000.    Access  to  the  Airport 
is  via  1-101  and  1-280  and  eventually  by  a  link  connecting 
these  two  access  routes. 

The  Expansion  Plan  was  adopted  and  integrated  in 
the  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study  (RASS)   and  is  the  Air- 
port  Element  in  the  Bay  Area  Regional  Plan  1970-1990  pre- 
pared by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments   (ABAG) ,  a 
report  which  was  prepared  without  any  real  analysis  of  the 
environmental  impact  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport  Expansion 
Plan.     Indeed,  most  of  the  environmental  protection  legis- 
lation was  enacted  after  preparation  of  the  ABAG  report. 
Inclusion  of  the  Airport  Expansion  Plan  without  considera- 
tion of  environmental  factors  places  a  heavy  burden  on  this 
Commission  in  approving  the  Plan  without  a  far  more  detailed 
EIR  than  the  one  before  it  today. 

Both  state  and  federal  law  establish  environmental 
constraints  with  which  the  Plan  must  comply ,   if  it  can. 
Federal  law,  of  which  you  will  hear  more  later,  includes 
in  part  the  following: 

1.     The  Clean  Air  Act   (42  U.S.C.'  1857,   et  seq.) 
was  amended  by  the  Clean  Air  Amendments  of  1970  by  adding, 


2. 


inter  alia,  Part  B,  commencing  with  Sec.  231.  Automotive 
emission  standards  are  established  to  reduce  air  pollution. 
Part  B  deals  with  the  establishment  of  aircraft  emission 
and  fuel  standards  by  EPA.     See  Section  304  allowing  citizen 
suits  in  cases  of  violation  of  emission  standards  under  the 
Act,  including  suits  against  EPA  for  failure  to  perform  a 
duty  under  the  Act. 

2.  The  Noise  Pollution  and  Abatement  Act  of  1970 
was  enacted  as  Title  IV  of  the  Clean  Air  Amendments  of  1970. 
See  42  U.S.C.  1857  et  seq.     Under  Title  IV,  EPA  is  charged 
with  making  a  full  and  complete  investigation  and  study  of 
noise  and  its  effect  on  the  public  health,  and  to  identify 
and  classify  causes  and  sources  of  noise  and  to  determine 
(See  Sec.  402(a) (2)A-G)   effects  at  various  levels,  pro- 
jective growth  of  noise  levels  in  urban  areas  through  the 
year  2000,  the  psychological  and  physiological  effect  on 
humans,   effects  of  sporadic  extreme  noise   (such  as  jet 
noise  near  airports)   as  compared  with  constant  noise,  ef- 
fect on  wildlife  and  property  (including  values) ,  and  ef- 
fect of  sonic  booms  on  property   (including  values) . 

3.  In  1972,  Congress  enacted  the  Marine  Pro- 
tection Research  and  Sanctuaries  Act  of  1972   (P.L.  92-532, 
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86  Stats.  1052)   in  Section  2  of  which  Congress  found  that 
the  n.co  unregulated  dumping  of  material  into  ocean  waters 
endangers  human  health ,  welfare,  and  amenities,  and  the 
marine  environment,  ecological  systems  and  economic 
potentialities."     EPA  is  charged  with  administration  of 
this  Act,  and  may  issue  permits  for  ocean  dumping  of  "material" 
as  defined  in  Sec.  3(c)   of  the  Act  which  applies  to  any  per- 
son or  agent  of  a  state  or  local  unit  of  government. 

4.     The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 
1969   (NEPA)  . 

F 

(16  U.S.C.  661  et  seq.). 

Thus,  Congress  has  enacted  comprehensive  environ- 
mental protection  laws  and,  a  mechanism  under  NEPA  for 
evaluating  the  environmental  impact  of  a  major  federal  pro- 
ject.    The  constraints  imposed  deal  with  air,  water  and 
noise  pollution,  together  with  the  effect  of  a  project  on 
fish  and  wildlife.  ^ 

Approval  of  the  Expansion  Plan  by  this  Commission 
without  an  EIR  which  evaluates  all  environmental  constraints 
of  the  project  as  a  whole  represents  action  which  is  both 


4. 


arbitrary  and  capricious.     Moreover,   it  virtually  assures 
litigation  under  both  federal  and  state  law. 

California  has  adopted  legislation  which  imposes 
environmental  constraints  which  this  Commission  must  con- 
sider They  include  in  part  the  following: 

1.  The  Porter-Cologne  Water  Quality  Control 

Act; 

2.  The  Mulford-Carrell  Air  Resources  Act  as 

amended  by  the  Pure  Air  Acts  of 
1968,  1969,   1970  and  1972; 

3.  The  Airport  Noise  Control  Act  [Zzzz.  211CC- 

24181,  Health  &  Safety  Code) .  See 
14  C.F.R.  36  et  seq.   for  permissible 
noise  levels  measured  in  EFfective 
Perceived  Noise  Level   (EPNL) . 

4.  The  Environmental  Quality  Act  of  1970, 

as  amended  in  1972  by  A.B.  889 
(CEQA) . 

Thus,  California  has  imposed  air,  water  and  noise 
constraints  and  a  mechanism  under  CEQA  for  evaluating  the  • 
environmental  impact  of  each  -  the  EIR.     An  EIR  under  CEQA 
is  an  informational  document  which  this  Commission  must 
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consider  before  approving  or  disapproving  the  Airport 
Expansion  Plan.     Under  the  recently  enacted  San  Francisco 
ordinance  required  by  CEQA,  the  Department  of  City  Plan- 
ning is  the  final  arbiter  as  to  whether  an  EIR  is  "adequate, 
accurate  and  objective." 

The  filing  of  an  EIR  which  does  not  represent  a 
"detailed  statement"  of  the  project's  environmental  impact 
is  a  basis  for  litigation  affecting  the  project. 

Friends  of  Mammoth  v.  Mono  County  (1972) 
8  C.3d  247 

Environmental  Defense  Fund  v.  Coastside 

—  —     t  —  ■       .  _  •        /  -i  \       «-%  ~*  ■»      *>         /•  *■>  f* 

Cf .  Environmental  Defense  Fund  v.  Corps 
of  Engineers   (D.C.  Ark.)   325  F.Supp. 
749,  affd   (C.A.  8)   4  ERC  1721  (1972) 

Insufficient  treatment  of  possible  mitigation 
measures  and  minimization  of  impact  is  another  ground  for 
a  legal  challenge. 

Cf .  Environmental  Defense  Fund  v.  Froehke 
(C.A.   8)    4  ERC  1829 

The  same  is  true  where  there  has  been  an  insuf- 
ficient treatment  of  alternatives, 

Cf .  National  Resources  Defense  Council 

v.  Morton   (C.A.   D.C.)   458  F . 2d  827  (1972) 
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and  where  there  has  been  an  insufficient  discussion  of 
growth  inducing  impact, 

Public  Resources  Code,   Sec.  21100(g) 

or  where  it  omits  critical  comments  of  other  agencies 0 

Coastside  County  Water  District,  supra. 

Finally,  it  is  inappropriate  for  an  agency  like 
the  Airport  Commission  to  prepare  or  have  prepared  for  it, 
an  EIR  and  then  approve  it. 

Greene  County  Planning  Board  v.  Federal 
power  commission   iCA.   2)           r.  2d  «±x2 
(1972)   cert  den    U.S.    (1972) 

As  the  Court  of  Appeals  noted  there,  an  EIR  which 
rests  on  the  self-serving  assumptions  of  the  agency  (Power 
Authority  of  the  State  of  New  York)  which  will  carry  out 
the  project  defeats  the  purpose  and  intent  of  NEPA. 

Because  there  is  a  real  possibility  that  this 
project  will  be  financed  in  part  by  federal  funds  obtained 
under  the  Airport  and  Airway  Development  and  Revenue  Act  of 
1970   (P.L.  91-258,  84  Stat.  219),  a  NEPA  EIS  will  probably 
be  required. 
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Cf .  Civic  Imorovercent  Committee  v.  Volpe 

(D.C.  W.N.C.)    F.Supp.    (1972) 

4  ERC  1160   (municipal  street  project 
receiving  federal  aid) 

The  DOT  Order  provides  that  a  full  EIS  is  re- 
quired, under  NEPA,  in  cases  where  there  has  been  previous 
federal  funding,  of  airport  expansion  and  the  environmental 
consequences  were  not  fully  evaluated  at  the  time  of  initial 
funding.     The  DOT  Order  also  defines  major  airport  develop- 
ment actions  under  Section  102(2) (c)  of  NEPA  in  terms  that 
leave  little  doubt  that  an  EIS  will  be  required  here  (See 
DOT  Order  5050.2,  Sec.  9(g)   and  CEQ  Guidelines). 

The  EIR  before  this  Commission  appears  to  make 
significant  omissions  or  fails  to  give  adequate  or  accurate  consider 
ation  to  certain  requirements  of  CEQA.     They  are  grouped  under 
several  different  headings,  as  follows: 

1.     Employment  Impact 

The  EIR  projects  an  increase  of  13,655  basic 
employees  by  1985   (P.  2-21,  Vol.   I) .     However,  Appendix  F, 
which  purports  to  deal  with  Employment  Impact,  does  not 
even  mention  the  impact  on  the  housing  market  in  nine  nearby 
communities.     The  national  average  for  increase  in  value  of 
residential  property  is  3e2%  per  year.     On  a  straight  line 
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basis,  housing  values  will  increase  by  about  27%  by  1985. 
Thus,  while  the  EIR  acknowledges  that  expansion  of  whole- 
sale and  other  support  industry  will  occur  around  the  air- 
port,  it  does  not  give  any  consideration  whatsoever  to  the 
type  of  land  use  planning  required  for  the  additional 
housing  as  a  result  of  increased  employment  on  or  near  the 
airport. 

2.     Probable  Adverse  Environmental  Effects 
Which  Cannot  Be  Avoided 

In  an  astonishing  and  totally  inadequate  way, 
the  EIR  deals  with  this  subject  in  one  page  (P.  3-1,  Vol.  I). 
Summarized,   it  concludes  that  there  will  be  an  increase  in 
vehicle  traffic  on  the  airport  and  on  the  roads  leading  to 
the  airport,  that  there  will  be  an  increase  in  the  solid 
and  liquid  wastes  generated,  and  that  there  will  be  an  in- 
crease in  consumption  of  water,  natural  gas,  electricity 
and  aviation  fuel.     No  attempt  whatsoever  has  been  made  to 
subject  these  increases  to  quantitative  analysis,  a  major 
oversight  in  view  of  the  shortage  of  at  least  three  of  these 
components.     Nor  is  any  attempt  made  to  project  the  additional 
fuel  consumption  arising  out  of  the  increase  in  vehicle  use. 
It  does  not  even  mention  the  increased  truck  traffic  pro- 
duced by  the  expansion  of  air  cargo  facilities. 
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3 .  Mitigation  Measures  to  Minimize  Impact 

The  EIR  deals  with  this  subject  in  three  pages 
(P.  4-1  to  4-3,  Vol,   I) .     The  only  response  it  makes  to  the 
probable  adverse  effects  is  the  possibility  of  a  BART  con- 
nection to  reduce  reliance  on  the  automobile  from  points 
north  of  the  airport  and  better  traffic  handling  facilities 
on  the  airport  proper.     It  also  deals  with  waste  discharge 
treatment,  but  only  in  a  superficial  way.     There  is  absolutely 
no  assurance  that  the  State  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  San 
Francisco  Bay  Region,  will  approve  a  Bay  outfall  for  airport 
effluent  or  even  increased  effluent  discharged  in  the  systems 
ul  nearby  couuuuiij.ci.es  as  ct  lesulL  of  Iixyher  industry  ami 
population  density. 

Moreover,  even  the  noise  monitoring  program  pro- 
vides no  assurance  that  the  increase  in  EPNL  produced  by  in- 
creased air  traffic  will  not  adversely  affect  the  higher 
population  density  which  will  inevitably  occur.     The  EIR 
does  not  deal  with  present  or  future  control  technology 
for  aircraft  noise,  or  whether,   if  developed,   such  technology 
will  exact  a  fuel  penalty. 

4 .  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Development 

The  EIR    purports  to  deal  with  alternatives  in 
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six  pages  (P.  5-1  to  5-6,  Vol.  I) .     It  treats  the  "no  ex- 
pansion" alternative  in  an  extremely  superficial  manner. 
Projecting  an  increased  demand  for  air  travel  based  on 
youth  or  affluence,  the  EIR  concludes  that  "congestion 
and  inconvenience  will  result." 

The  EIR  does  not  deal  at  all  with  a  policy  which 
would  reduce  air  traffic  and  increase  airline  load  factors, 
currently  running  about  53%  for  the  domestic  trunkline  and 
long-haul  carriers.     Such  a  policy  would  tend  to  minimize 
fuel  consumption,  reduce  EPNL  due  to  less  air  traffic,  re- 
duce aircraft  air  pollutant  emissions,  reduce  waste  dis- 
charge and  reduce  vehicle  congestion  and  air  pollution. 

5 .     Growth  Inducing  Impact 

The  EIR  deals  with  this  subject  in  six  pages 
(P.  8-1  to  8-6,  Vol.  I) .    Without  any  supporting  data,  it 
concludes  that  the  Expansion  Plan  "...  will  induce  only 
moderate  population  and  employment  growth  in  the  immediate 
vicinity."     This  is  not  a  valid  conclusion  in  view  of  the 
increases  in  wholesale  and  industrial  development  projected 
in  other  sections  of  the  EIR. 

Moreover,  the  EIR  concludes  that  if  the  proposed 
facility  is  provided  in  advance  of  need,   it  will  "..„  remove 
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potential  obstacles  to  growth;   if  provided  only  after  the 
need  becomes  urgent,  the  lack  of  facilities  inhibits  growth 
due  to  extreme  congestion."    Once  again  the  self-fulfilling 
prophecy  is  made  to  seem  inevitable. 

Furthermore,  even  though  the  Expansion  Plan  is 
purportedly  justified  because  of  projected  increases  in  Bay 
Area  population,  the  EIR  concedes  that  the  Bay  Area  must 
absorb  the  environmental  costs  of  a  facility  designed  to 
meet  the  needs  of  people,  40%  of  whom  are  not  Bay  Area 
residents. 

6.     Irreversible  Environmental  Changes  Involved 

The  EIR  deals  with  this  subject  in  three  pages 
(P.  7-1  to  7-3,  Vol.  I).     It  concludes  only  that  the  Expan- 
sion Plan  will  require  use  of  certain  resources,  principally 
those  used  in  construction.     No  mention  is  made  of  the  ef- 
fect of  increased  population  and  business  density  in  nearby 
communities,  nor  is  any  mention  made  of  the  increased  use 
of  fuel  for  the  additional  vehicle  use  projected  or  traffic 
congestion  on  the  Bayshore  or  in  nearby  communities.  The 
EIR  does  not  mention  the  sewage  treatment  facilities  of 
those  communities  or  what  they  will  contribute  to  Bay  pol- 
lution by  1985,   and  what  the  cost  will  be  to  them  of  meeting 
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water  quality  standards  of  toxicity  and  turbidity  estab- 
lished by  the  Water  Quality  Control  Board. 

7.     Short-Term  Versus  Long-Term  Uses 

The  EIR  deals  with  this  subject  in  one  page 
(P.  6-1,  Vol.   I).     Its  conclusion  can  be  summed  up  in  one 
phrase  -  "bigger  is  better."  ■- 

On  its  face,  the  EIR  is  legally  insufficient  under 
CEQA  for  another  reason  not  covered  herein.     The  Expansion 
Plan,  Phase  II,  appears  to  have  several  components,  but  this 
is  treated  superficially,  notwith standing  that  a  California 
court  hue  held  that  th L z  iruiGt  be  Tally  dioclo&t;u  within  an 
EIR  which  covers  the  entire  project.     One  outstanding 
example  is  the  failure  to  deal  with  the  $2.9  million  ex- 
tension of  Runway  28R  over  the  Bayshore.  thereby  bringing 
the  take-off  point  closer  to  residential  areas.     If  in  fact, 
the  extension  is  over  the  Bayshore  and  requires  an  underpass, 
it  will  create  a  traffic  jam  of  monumental  proportions  during 
construction.     This  is  the  principal  take-off  runway,  and 
jets  are  at  full  take-off  thrust   (maximum  noise  during  a 
climb-out  pattern  which  is  inadequate  now  for  the  purpose 
of  reducing  noise. 
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8.     Benefit/Cost  Ratio  and  Burden  of  Proof 

Nowhere  in  the  EIR  is  it  possible  to  find  a 
benefit/cost  ratio.    This  ratio  is  basically  a  comparison 
of  the  anticipated  "benefits"  derived  from  a  project  with 
the  anticipated  "costs"  over  its  estimated  life.  span.  Both 
benefits  and  costs  must  be  stated  in  monetary  terms.  Further 
more,  since  benefits  and  costs  will  be  accruing  over  each  of 
the  many  years  of  the  project's  life-span,   it  is  necessary 
to  discount  them  so  that  their  present  values  may  be 
determined  and  compared.     The  importance  of  benefit/cost 
ratios  was  carefully  discussed  in  a  landmark  case  arising 

»«**•»*  —  •     -   -    -    -  -  <■  —     —  ■   -1-   \     .  -     —  —   ww         w>  .U.  \  "    ■   W    «  —  W-*k  .  J 

  F.  Supp.    (1973)   5  ERC  1033.     The  District  Court 

granted  a  preliminary  injunction  on  the.  grounds,  inter  alia, 
that  the  defendants  had  not  complied "with  the  mandate  under 
NEPA. 

Once  a  benefit/cost  ratio  has  been  established 
wherein  the  benefits  exceed  the  cost,  then,  all  other  things 
being  equal,  the  project  is  typically  regarded  as  "justified. 
On  page  99   (Slip  Opinion)   the  District  Court  stated: 

"This  Court  must  conclude  that  on  the  basis 
of  the  present  record  (and  as  part  of  the 
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decision  making  process) 
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it  cannot 


bypass  an  examination  of  the  benefit-cost 


analysis 


ii 


In  the  EIR  before  this  Commission,  there  is  no 


such  analysis. 

In  Sierra  Club  v.  Froehlke,   supra,  the  Court 
pointed  out  that  NEPA  places  a  heavy  burden  of  proof  upon 
the  federal  agencies  to  enable  a  court  to  ascertain  whether 
there  has  been  a  genuine  and  not  a  perfunctory  compliance 
with  the  Act,  thus  requiring  the  agency  to  explicate  fully 


citing  Ely  v.  Velde   (C.A.  4)   451  F.2d  1130   (1971)   and  Greene 
County  Planning  Board,   supra.     CEQA  requires  no  less  from 
this  Commission  for  a  very  simple  reason. 

It  is  unrealistic  to  assume  that  there  will  always 
be  an  intervenor  with  the  information,  energy  and  money  re- 


quired to  challenge  a  staff  recommendation  which  ignores 
environmental  costs  or  treats  them  superficially  or  in  a 
way  not  sanctioned  by  law. 

In  conclusion,  and  on  behalf  of  the  Ecology  Center, 
it  is  my  opinion  that  the  EIR  before  this  Commission  is 
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legally  insufficient  under  CEQA.     It  should  be  revised  to 
cover  in  detail  the  omissions  discussed  earlier.     It  is 
also  my  opinion  that  an  EIS  under  NEPA  will  be  required. 

In  the  limited  time  available,  it  has  been  impos- 
sible to  cover  more  than  some  of  the  more  significant  omissions 
in  this  EIR.     It  was  only  at  noon  on  April  30  that  I- received 
it.     The  schedule  appears  to  call  for  a  presentation  to  the 
Finance  Committee  of  the  Board  on  Way  2  and  to  the  full  Board 
on  May  7.     My  only  question  to  this  Commission  is  -  why  this 
unseemly  haste  on  a  project  which  may  have  a  devastating 
impact  on  the  Bay  Area  environment  for  generations  to  come? 
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Mr.  Fajans1  Statement 

Mr.  President,  Members  of  the  Commission,  Ladies  and  Gentlemen: 
I  am  Michael  Fajans,  an  economist/city  planner  employed  by  the  Environ- 
mental Impact  Planning  Corporation.    We  have  prepared  major  impact 
studies  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  National  Park  Service,  Oakland 
Redevelopment  Agency,  and  many  other  private  and  public  clients.  Today, 
we  are  representing  the  Ecology  Center,  for  whom  we  have  investigated 
the  adequacies  of  the  environmental  impact  report.    Rather  than  indicate 
specific  problems  that  we  have  found  in  the  report  orally,  we  have  dealt 
with  them  in  a  memo  which  has  been  made  available  to  you.    I  would  like 
to  spend  a  few  moments  indicating  problems  we  found  with  several  of  the 
underlying  assumptions  of  the  impact  report  and  expansion  program  itself. 
The  state  of  knowledge  in  forecasting  is  currently  not  sufficient  to  count 
on  your  assumptions.    They  are  uncertain,  sometimes  contradictory,  and 
the  implications  of  other  equally  valid  assumptions  are  not  explored  in 
the  impact  report.    Let  me  illustrate  several  examples.    Nowhere  in  the 
impact  report  is  indicated  the  fiscal  implications  of  possible  failure  to 
reach  the  forecast  31,  000,  000  passengers  in  1984-85  at  San  Francisco 
International  Airport.    A  constant  growth  rate  of  1 .  2  to  1 .  6  million 
passengers  a  year  is  forecast  between  the  present  and  1984-85  despite 
the  fact  that  1968-69  through  1971-72  saw  a  total  increase  of  less  than 
200,  000  passengers.    This  was  partially  due  to  the  national  recession 
but  we  can  expect  several  new  recessions  between  now  and  1984-85. 


Perhaps  a  new  one  is  currently  being  planned  in  Washington. 

In  1970,  the  Airport  Commission  accepted  24,  000,  000  passengers  as  the 
goal  for  1976.  It  is  now  clear  that  it  will  be  considerably  fewer  passen- 
gers in  1976. 

Revenues,  particularly  concessionary  ones  are  related  to  numbers  of 
passengers.    Capital  cost  of  the  expansion  program  are  not.  Therefore, 
there  seems  to  be  a  possibility  the  property  tax  payers  of  San  Francisco 
may  be  burdened  with  amortization  of  airport  improvement  again.  This 
possibility  is  not  dealt  with  in  the  report. 

BART  extension.    The  environmental  impact  report  indicates  30%  of  the 
passengers  will  use  BART.    The  regional  airport  system  study  says  15 
to  18%  of  passengers  can  be  expected  to  use  BART.    In  the  Airport  Access 
Study  by  PBTB,  Wilbur  Smith  says  24%  will  use  BART  by  1990.  BART 
is  the  efficient  but  limited  system  for  people  going  downtown  without  sub- 
stantial luggage.    In  fact,  the  use  of  BART  would  add  8  minutes  to  the 
non-peak  hour  public  transit  commute  time  for  a  cost  of  $390,  000,  000. 
An  alternative  bus  system  which  would  be  more  flexible  is  not  dealt  with 
in  the  report. 

Noise.   Many  things  are  soon  to  occur  to  minimize  noise  emanating  from 
the  airport.    There  is  no  indication  of  possible  cost  purchasing  easements 
or  outright  purchase  and  relocation  of  residential  units  within  the  32.  5 
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NEF  Noise  Contour.    This  may  become  necessary  to  conform  to  the  state 
regulations  for  the  noise.    This  seems  a  distinct  possibility  and  the 
following  speaker  will  address  himself  to  this  as  well  as  related  legal 
issues.    I  would  like  to  introduce  Mr.  Gary  Widmer  who  will  continue 
our  presentations.    Thank  you. 
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MEMORANDUM 
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Ehvironmcfifal  impact 
Planning  Corporation 

319  Eleventh  Street 
San  Francisco 
California  94103 
(415) G26-9034 


TO:  Gil  Bailie 

William  Brinton 

FROM:  Hans  Feibusch 

Michael  Fajans 

SUBJECT:     San  Francisco  Airport  Expansion  Environmental 
Impact  Statement 


While  we  realize  the  document  the  airport  has  made  publicly 
available  to  this  date  is  a  report  which  has  since  been 
revised,  we  feel  the  following  points  can  be  made  with 
regard  to  its  inadequacies.     A  quick  review  of  the  final 
document  reveals  that  most  of  these  points  are  still 
inadequately  covered. 

1.  In  general  this  EIR  appears  to  be  what  the  courts 
have  called  a  "post  hoc  justification"  for  the  airport 
expansion  program.     Further,  the  fact  that  the  airport  and 
BARTD  engineering  and  planning  consultants  prepared  the 
report  is  not  identified  anywhere  in  the  draft  document, 
and  is  well  hidden  in  the  final  report.     The  impact  report 
has  been  prepared  by, a  beneficiary  of  airport  expansion. 

2.  The  report  is  prepared  for  the  C.E.Q.A.;   a  report  should 
also  be  filed  by  the  FAA  to  meet  the  requirements  of  N.E.P.A. 
since  at  least  $34  million  in  Federal  grants  are  anticipated. 1 


1Exhibit  E,  Summary  of  Sources  and  Uses  of  Funds, 
Expansion  Program,   San  Francisco  International  Airport,  in 
Financial   Feasibility/Rates  and  Charges  Analysis,  of  the  3an 
Francisco  International  Airport  Expansion  Program,  prepared  by 
Peat,  Marwick,  Mitchell,  and  Company. 
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3.  Extremely  large  amounts  of  public  funding  are  involved 
with  the  projects  recommended  in  this  impact  report.  Therefore 
it  would  seem  proper  that  much  greater  level  of  public  partici- 
pation should  be  included  in  the  EIR  process.  The  airport 
expansion  costs  are  $388  million,   including  inflation  and 
contingency  factors.     At  7%  interest,  repayment  will  be  more 
than  double  this  amount.     An  additional  amount  of  $68  million 
is  to  be  used  for  capitalized  interest  expense,  revenue  bond 
reserve  fund,  financing  and  legal  expenses,  etc. 

The  recommended  BART  extension  to  the  airport  would  require 
$390  million,   again  including  an  annual  6%  inflation  contingency 
Therefore,   the  expansion  of  the  airport  and  BART  will  cost 
over  $1  billion,  including  interest. 

4.  Nowhere  in  the  impact  report  is  indicated  the  fiscal 
implications  of  possible  failure  to  reach  the  forecast 

31  million  passengers  in  19  84-85  at  San  Francisco  International 
Airport.     A  constant  growth  rate  of  1.2  -  1.6  million  passengers 
a  year  is  forecast  between  the  present  and  1984-85,  despite 
the  fact     that  1968-69/1971-72  saw  a  total  increase  of  less 
than  200,0  00  passengers.     This  was  partially  due  to  the 
national  recession,  but  we  can  expect  several  new  recessions 
between  now  and  19  84-85;     perhaps  a  new  one  is  currently 
being  planned  in  Washington.     In  19  70  the  Airport  Commission 
accepted  24  million  passengers  as  the  goal  for  1976;   it  is  now 
clear  that  there  will  be  considerably  fewer  passengers  in  1976. 

Revenues,  particularly  concessionary  ones,  are  related  to 
numbers  of  passengers,  the  capital  costs  of  the  expansion 
program  are  not.     Therefore,  nhere  seems  to  be  a  possibility 
the  property  tax  payers  of  San  Francisco  may  be  burdened  with 
amortization  of  airport  improvement  again.     The  airlines  are 
on  very  shaky  financial  ground,  and  therefore  cannot  be 
depended  upon  for  financial  aid. 

Specific  Problems  With  the  Report  Itself 

5.  The  required  section  on  environmental  setting,  while 
having  been  improved  from  the  draft  to  final,  is  still  in- 
adequate.    There  are  currently  54  gate  positions  and  the 
project  calls  for  83.     In  view  of  the  fact  that  no  increase 
in  annual  operations  is  anticipated,  one  might  question  the 
need  for  55%  more  gate  positions. 
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6.  The  summary  on  page  1-1  of  the  draft  includes  the 
following  among  the  positive  impacts  of  the  airport  expansion. 
The  location  was  changed  to  page  2-1  in  the  final,  but  the 
gist  of  the  points  has  not.     The  following  are  clearly 
indicative  of  fallacious  reasoning. 

The  anticipated  reduction  in  Bay  Area  air 
pollution  will  be  the  result  of  more  severe  emission 
standards,  and  have  nothing  to  do  with  airport 
expansion.     In  fact,  if  automobile  usage  were 
constrained  by  not  providing  new  roads  and  parking 
facilities,   air  pollution  would  be  reduced  even  more 
since  travellers  would  be  forced  to  use  public  transit. 

Larger  and  quieter  aircraft  will  be  purchased  and 
used  by  the  airlines  regardless  of  what  the  airport 
does.     No  expansion  would  force  greater  utilization 
of  Oakland,  which  will  not  be  achieved  until  San 
Francisco's  airport  growth  is  constrained. 

Air  pollutants  generated  by  aircraft  will  be  lower 
on  account  of  FAA  regulations  and  changes  in  jet  engines, 
and  again  is  not  related  to  expansion  plans.     Fewer  planes 
would  mean  even  less  air  pollution. 

In  19  85,  the  airport  will  contribute  a  much  greater 
portion  of  total  Bay  Area  air  pollution  as  other  sources 
are  diminished  by  greater  proportions. 

7.  The  expansion  program  is  within  airport  boundaries, 
but  the  stimulated  growth  is  not.     The  increased  development 
and  traffic  will  impact  several  square  miles. 

3.         Page  2-1.     The  projects  certainly  are  synergistic, 
so  are  the  negative  impacts.     Growth  causes  additional  conges- 
tion, which  causes  even  more  pollution. 

9.         Noise.     Pages  2-4/2-6  and  appendix  D.     While  given  much 
coverage,  several  questions  remain  unanswered.     What  is  the 
impact  of  noise  on  the  surrounding  communities?     What  if  the 
airlines  do  not  retrofit  old  engines  by  1985?     What  if  the 
Concorde  or  another  SST  does  actually  go  into  service? 
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What  is  the  potential  for  legal  action  by  residents,  such 
as  in  Los  Angeles?     What  would  be  the  cost  of  acquiring 
property  within  the  3  5  NEF  contour?     California  noise 
regulations  stipulate  that  by  19  85  no  residences  are 
permitted  within  a  CNEL  6  5  noise  contour. 

The  statement  on  page  2-7  that  the  expansion  does  not 
result  in  displacement  or  relocation  of  people  may  be 
incorrect  with  regard  to  the  19  85  California  noise  regulations. 
Acquisition  of  residential  property  may  be  essential  to 
comply  with  state  law  or  avoid  litigation. 

10.  Page  2-10.     The  report  does  not  deal  adquately  with 
fish  and  wildlife  resources.     See  memo  from  State  Department 
of  Fish  and  Game  in  volume  III,  section  V  of  the  final  report. 

11.  Air  Quality 

Page  2-12.     There  will  be  an  increase  in  air  pollution  from 
aircraft  in  the  Bay  Area. 

Page  E-10.     Particulate  levels  are  currently  five  times  the 
State  of  California  Standard.     In  paragraph  2  it  is  stated 
that  the  concentrations  at  the  specific  reception  sites  are 
lower  during  some  conditions.     Because  the  level  is  not 
measured  by  current  placing  of  receptors  does  not  eliminate 
the  problem. 

See  memo  from  State  Air  Resources  Board  in  volume  III,  section 
V  of  the  final  EIR. 

12 .  Employment 

Page  F-l.     An  increase  of  24,000  basic  employees;  no 
estimate  of  secondary.     Where  will  these  employees  live? 
Housing  is  expensive  and  land  short  in  San  Mateo  County  — 
this  means  additional  commuters. 

Page  F-6.     Hotel  expansion  is  1000  rooms/5.3  million  passengers. 
Where  do  we  put  30  00  new  hotel  rooms?     Full  service  hotel 
employment  can  be  as  high  as  1  employee  per  room,   and  certainly 
higher  than  1  per  3.5  rooms.     Where  will  these  workers  commute 
from,     They  are  low  skilled,   and  lov;  paid^;  will  nhey  reverse 
commute  from  San  Francisco?     Will  the  hotels  be  on  public 
transit  network? 
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Page  F-7.     Assumption  that  other  basic  employment  around 
airport  will  grow  at  regional  rate  is  probably  a  gross 
underestimate,  since  the  airport  is  a,  if  not  the,  major 
growth  node. 

13 .  Aviation  Fuel  Usage 

Page  2-58  states  fuel  usage  will  increase  from  670  million 
gallons  in  1970  to  1,573  million  gallons  in  1985.     This  is 
out  of  line  with  fewer  flights,  even  with  bigger  planes. 
What  possible  fuel  shortages^  that  exist  now  at  some  airports? 
What  is  the  fuel  penalty  of  noise  and  air  pollution  abatement 
programs? 

14 .  Ground  Transportation 

This  is  probably  one  of  the  greatest  failings  of  the  report. 

Ground  access  traffic  peaks  from  4-5  p.m. ,  the  same  hour  as 
the  Bay shore  Freeway's  peak  congestion.     No  improvements  to 
freeway  are  indicated  except    between  airport  and  1-380  to 
north.     What  is  impact  of  added  congestion  on  current  Bayshore 
commuters?     Page  2-30.     How  do  people  adjust  trip  times  to 
the  airport?     This  depends  on  scheduling  of  flights. 

Page  2-30.     The  Bayshore  Freeway  is  virtually  at  capacity 
currently.     Freeway  280  and  380  provide  better  accessibility 
for  a  very  limited  portion  of  people,  those  from  western 
San  Francisco  and  Marin  County  only. 

Page  2-70.     Thirty  percent  of  the  airline  passengers  are 
assumed  to  ride  BART.     RASS  projected  15%,   and  the  airport 
access  project  proiects  around  24ro  for  1990  .      (See  page 
53  -  Airport  Accessibility  Report.) 

There  is  no    mention  of  cargo  related  vehicular  traffic. 

A  tremendous  growth  of  air  cargo  can  be  anticipated.  Where 

will  trucks  travel? 

15 .  Alternatives 

Many  alternatives  are  not  considered. 

(1)   Fewer  passengers.     ATA  (airlines)   forecast  59  million 
passengers  in  the  Bay  Area,  not  72  million,  the  basis  of  this 
study.     Airlines  may  only  order  equipment  for  59  million. 
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(2)  Higher  load  factors.     Airline  load  factors  have 
varied  between  48-58%  in  recent  years.     Why  can't  these 

be  improved?     Currently  there  is  an  average  of  41  passengers 
per  flight,   100  are  projected:   31,000,000  passengers/ 
310,000  operations.      The  big  jets  carry  250-400  persons; 
very  low  utilization  is  forecast. 

(3)  Rescheduling  Flights.     Air  travel  peaks  like 
other  forms  of  transportation.     Reduction  of  night  flights 
for  noise  reasons  or  spreading  out  arrivals  and  departure 
times  of  continental  and  trans-continental  flights  would 
decrease  impacts. 

(4)  Utilization  of  Alameda  Naval  Air  Station  as  a 
Southern  California  corridor  jet  or  STOL  port.     This  is  the 
highest  proportion  of  flights,  and  greatest  reduction  in  time 
would  be  possible  using  this  field  for  commuter  flights; 
great  potential  access  to  downtown  San  Francisco  and  Oakland. 

(5)  Immediate  expansion  of  Oakland  International 
Airport.     Oakland  airport  usage  can  be  raised  to  9-12  million 
passengers  without  substantial  capital  investments    Why  not 
constrain  SFIA  and  encourage  Oakland  growth,   as  it  has  better 
regional  accessibility   (RASS  study)   and  a  BART  link  could  be 
added  for  a  fraction  of  the  cost  of  building  BART  to  SFIA. 
This  would  also  allow  us  more  time  to  determine  if  real 
growth  achieves  the  projected  rate  without  embarking  on  an 
extensive  capital  investment  program. 

(6)  Much  greater  utilization  of  public  transit.  BART 
serves  a  very  limited  corridor.     Expanded  bus  service  should 
link  the  airport  to  Marin  County,  the  Peninsula,  and  South 
Bay  cities.     Los  Angeles  Airport  has  better  developed  bus 
service  throughout  the  metropolitan  area. 

16 .       Growth  Inducing  Impacts 

This  section  is  totally  inadequate.     Apart  from  downtown  San 
Francisco,  the  airport  is  probably  the  greatest  regional 
growth  node. 

What  are  the  land  use  implications  of  25,000  new  employees? 
This  does  not  cover  secondary  impacts.     What  are  the  commute 
impoications?     Table  8-1  gives  fiscal  benefits  of  added 
population;  what  is  their  consumption  of  governmental  services? 
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Increased  costs?     Isn't  the  necessity  for  BART  a  growth 
inducing  impact? 

There  is  wide  recognition  internationally  that  airports 
have  tremendous  impacts  on  neighborhoods,  cities,  and 
even  regions.     Where  is  there  mention  of  this? 

What  is  the  impact  on  further  office  space  demand  in  downtown 
San  Francisco,  as  well  as  the  airport  area? 


Conclusion 

The  above  comments  illustrate  some  of  the  problems  we  feel 
are  inadequately  covered  in  the  environmental  impact  report 
for  the  airport  expansion  program.     They  are  not  complete, 
but  meant  to  illustrate  some  of  the  problems  that  have  not 
been  dealt  with. 
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Statement  of 
Gary  Widman 
on  behalf  of 
The  Ecology  Center 
of  San  Francisco 


I  speak  for  the  Ecology  Center  today,  and  would  like  to  note  that  I 
do  not  speak  in  my  capacity  as  a  Professor  of  Law  at  the  University  of 
California,  Hastings  College  of  the  Law. 

Mr.  Brinton  has  discussed  state  law  applicable  to  your  project.  I 
would  like  to  point  out  several  federal  laws  which  must  be  satisfied  before 
your  project  can  be  completed. 

Before  any  bay  fill  or  shoreline  modification  is  commenced  you  must 
co-ordinate  with  and  prepare  reports  for  the  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Ser- 
vice pursuant  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Co-ordination  Act  (16  U.S.  C. ,  Sec. 
661  et .  seq.) . 

If  you  discharge  wastes  into  the  Bay  you  will,  need  to  comply  with  both 
state  and  federal  water  quality  laws  which  now  require  permits.  Those  per- 
mits are  to  be  issued  only  if  you  satisfy  present  water  quality  regulations 
and  that  will  eventually  include  the  best  practicable  waste  treatment  tech- 
nology.    (Fed.  Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  P.L.  92-5000,  Sees.  201,  301.) 

If  wastes  will  not  be  permitted  in  the  Bay,  and  you  are  forced  to 
build  a  sewer  line  to  the  ocean,  you  may  need  a  permit  from  the  Federal 

E.  P.A.  under  the  Marine  Protection,  Research  and  Sanctuaries  Act  of  1972 
(P.  L.  92-532). 

When  federal  funds  are  requested,  an  Environment  Impact  Statement  must 
be  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  1969  (P.L.  91-190). 
In  preparing  that  statement  the  F.A.A.,  (source  of  funds  to  be  requested 
here)  will  need  a  great  deal  more  detailed  information  on  environment 
impacts  than  is  described  in  your  report  today.     The  Federal  Statement  can- 
not be  based  on  self-serving  assumptions  of  an  agency  sponsoring  the  pro- 
ject.    See  Greene  County  Planning  Board  v.  Federal  Pover  Commission,  455 

F.  2d  412  (2d  Cir.  1972),  cert.  den.   U.S.   (1972).     New  regulations 

governing  federal  impact  statements  are  being  issued  by  the  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality  this  week.     (See  also,  interim  DOT  instructions  in 
DOT  Order  5050.2  of  Dec.  7,  1970  as  amended  and  reprinted  in  36  Fed.  Reg. 
23686,  Dec.  11,  1971.) 

The  most  sobering  obligation  of  this  project  will  be  compliance  with 
Federal  regulations  governing  airport  aid.     I  would  like  to  list  some  of 
the  steps  that  you  must  take,  and  information  you  must  provide.     You  can 
ask  yourselves  whether  you  have  taken  the  required  steps.     But  if  you  have 
not,  then  it  should  be  clear  that  you  cannot  reasonably  act  to  approve  or 
proceed  with  the  project  until  you  have  taken  the  steps  necessary  to 
satisfy  this  law. 
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The  sponsor  must  own  or  agree  to  acquire  property  interests  in  the 
runway  clear  zones.    FAR  Sec.  151.11  (a)  and  (d). 

Each  sponsor  must  show  that  it  has  or  can  obtain  funds  to  pay  all 
estimated  costs  of  the  project  not  borne  by  the  U.  S.  or  other  sponsors. 
FAR  Sec.  151.23.     (This  point  becomes  important  when  you  survey  the  poten- 
tial legal  liability  to  nearby  landowners  and  residents.) 

The  sponsor  must  acquire  other  property  interests  as  required  by  the 
Administrator,  FAR,  Sec.  151.25(a),  including  easements  and  other  rights 
in  offsite  areas  to  assure  that  the  sponsor  will  not  be  deprived  of  rights 
to  use  lands  for  their  intended  purposes.    FAR,  Sec.  151.25(c)(3)  and  .26 
(a) (1) .    This  again  means  you  must  anticipate  your  liability  to  neighbor- 
ing landowners  and  residents,  and  either  acquire  property  interests  and 
personal  liability  releases,  or  have  funds  to  do  so  based  on  the  law  today. 
Considering  that  law,  below,  makes  this  a  sobering  step  as  well. 

jYou  must  insure  compatible  zoning  by  adjoining  city  and  county  author- 
ities.   FAR  151.26  (a) (1) (2) (3) .    You  must  give  fair  consideration  to  com- 
munities in  or  near  the  project.    FAR,  Sec.  151.39(a)(5). 

In  considering  whether  your  funds  are  adquate,  you  should  reflect  on 
the  recent  rulings  defining  legal  liability  of  airport  owners.     It  is  the 
airport  owner,  not  the  airlines,  and  not  the  surrounding  cities  or  counties 
that  are  responsible. 

First,  you  must  consider  whether  you  have  reserved  sufficient  funds 
to  satisfy  claims  that  can  be  made  against  the  airport  for  current  opera- 
tions.   That  potential  liability  has  expanded  under  recent  decisions.  The 
airport  owner  is  now  liable  for  loss  of  property  value  attributed  to  noise, 
even  when  the  planes  do  not  fly  directly  over  the  plaintiff's  property. 
City  of  Jacksonville  v.  Schumann,  167  So.  2d  95  (1964),  199  So.  2d  727 
(Fla.  1967),  cert.  den.  390  U.S.  981. 

A  California  airport  owner  may  be  liabile  to  residents  and  landowners 
(even  though  no  compensable  property  interest  was  taken)  under  nuisance, 
and  other  tort  theories.     See  Nestle  v.  Santa  Monica,  6  C.3d  920,  496  P. 2d 
480  (1972).     This  may  require  damages  at  least  for  noise,  vibrations,  and 
fumes  from  aircraft  operation  (See  Nestle,  id. )    Other  municipalities 
may  have  suits  for  violations  of  their  noise  or  other  zoning  ordinances. 
(See  Nestle,  id.) 

Some  lawyers  have  pointed  out  that  under  these  new  principles,  the 
airport  is  not  protected  from  noise  suits  by  air  navigation  easements,  and 
is  not  protected  from  personal  injury  suits  by  noise  easements.     It  appears 
that  it  may  be  liable  to  every  resident  who  may  be  in  any  way  injured  and 
to  every  property  owner  whose  land  value  is  reduced  by  aircraft  operations. 
And  new  state  laws  prohibiting  residences  within  certain  noise  areas 
after  specified  dates  strengthen  liability  for  such  claims. 

Only  when  all  this  liability  has  been  estimated,  and  funds  reserved 
for  those  purposes  will  you  be  justified  in  seeking  federal  funding  you 
need  for  any  expansion  of  airport  operations.     And  similar  estimates  must 
be  made,  and  funds  allocated  for  each  phase  of  airport  use  expansion. 


Taken  together,  this  legal  prognosis  suggests  it  may  be  imprudent  to 
proceed  with  your  project  at  this  time.  ^r- - 
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May  1,  1973 

Statement  of  Connie  Parrish,  California  Representative,  Friends  of  the  Earth 
Before  the  San  Francisco  Airports  Commission  on  the  Proposed  Expansion  of 
San  Francisco  Airport 

Friends  of  the  Earth  is  opposed  to  expansion  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport 
for  two  main  reasons.    First,  it  would  encourage  unnecessary  and  unwanted 
growth,  particularly  on  the  Peninsula.    Second,  it  would  contribute,  also 
unnecessarily,  to  the  nation's  ever  worsening  fuel  crisis. 

Voters  in  San  Jose  and  Marin  County  have  recently  expressed  their  view 
on  the  subject  of  unnecessary  growth.    Friends  of  the  Earth  encourages  the 
Airports  Commission  to  present  their  expansion  plan  to  the  people  on  a  regional 
ballot  to  determine  community  sentiment  on  the  issue. 

Almost  daily  there  are  reports  that  the  nation  is  on  the  verge  of  a  serious 
energy  crisis.    If  we  are,  then  it  simply  does  not  make  sense  to  go  ahead  with 
a  plan  to  double  the  capacity  of  the  airport,  from  15  million  to  31  million 
passengers  a  year,  presumably  also  doubling  the  amount  of  jet  fuel  required 
to  get  these  people  from  there  to  here. 

Sun  Oil  Company  (independent  Journal  4-25-73 »  UPI— i-Philadelphia)  has 
announced  plans  to  ration  gasoline  supplies,  a  Getty  Oil  Company  executive 
Feb.  28  (SF  Chronicle  3-1-73)  warned  Californians  that  by  next  year,  we  may 
have  to  visit  5  or  6  different  stations  to  get  a  full  tank  of  gas.    He  was  quoted 
as  saying  that  oil  as  fuel  "may  not  be  around"  after  the  1990s. 

If  this  proves  true,  we  may  have  an  expanded  airport,  but  we  won't  be  able 
to  get  there  and  the  planes  won't  be  able  to  fly  anyway. 
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The  airlines  are  also  being  warned  of  a  fuel  crunch.     Last  Tuesday- 
Robert  Tinim,  chairman  of  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board,  (independent  Journal 
4-25-73,  UPI — Washington,  D.C.)  said  he  was  notifying  major  airlines  that 
they  should  map  "a  plan  of  action"  to  deal  with  possible  fuel  shortages.  He 
said  some  airlines  suffered  fuel  shortages  last  summer  and  that  if  "such 
shortages  arise  again  we  must  be  prepared  to  deal  with  them." 

Friends  of  the  Earth  is  not  convinced  of  the  authenticity  of  the  so-called 
"energy  crisis."    Its  timing  is  such  that  it  may  be  a  public  relations  "crisis" 
launched  by  the  oil  companies  to  ram  the  ill-advised  trans-Alaska  pipeline 
through  the  Congress. 

But  if  there  is  no  energy  crisis  now,  there  surely  will  be  one  if  we  . 
continue  to  increase  our  already  staggering  demand  for  energy.     To  retain  a 
livable  planet,  we  must  instead  begin  to  implement  policies  that  conserve 
energy  and  oil  resources,  rather  than  heedlessly  go  ahead  with  plans,  like  the 
proposed  airport  expansion, , which  are  predicated  on  the  assumption  that  we  use 
more  and  more. 

Mr.  Timm  indicated  support  for  cutbacks  in  competing  flights  as  one  method 
of  conserving  fuel.     And  in  Sunday's  Los  Angeles  Times  (4-29-73)  ne  recommended 
route-swapping  to  bring  some  order  to  the  hodge-podge  and  duplicative  route 
structure  that  has  grown  up  "in  the  airline  industry  over  the  years.  "The 
soomer  we  face  up  to  the  fact  that  we  have  grown  up  without  a  visable  master 
plan  in  the  airline  industry,  the  better,"  he  said.    Expansion  of  the  airport 
would  be  just  another  item  in  the  hodge-podge. 

Friends  of  the  Earth  believes  the  Airports  Commission  should  also  be  con- 
sidering ways  to  cut  down  on  fuel  consumption,  not  ways  to  double  it.  In 
a  recent  experiment  permitted  by  CAB,  three  airlines  reduced  service  in  four  tri 
markets,  cutting  daily  flights  between  New. York  and  Los  Angeles  from  39  to  26, 

more 
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New  York  and  San  Francisco  from  31  to  19,  Washington  and  Los  Angeles  from 
19  to  15,  and  Chicago  and  San  Francisco  from  42  to  34.    Not  only  were  there 
25,200  fewer  takeoff s  and  landings  in  a  12-month  period,  but  the  firms  saved 
about  $85  million  in  operating  costs — and  with  no  reduction  in  pubiic  service. 
Had  similar  cuts  been  made  nationwide,  800  million  gallons  of  fuel  would  have 
been  saved  in  a  year — about  8  per  cent  of  the  10.5  billion  gallons  of  jet  fuel 
estimated  to  be  consumed  in  1973  by  US  airlines. 

In  the  experiment,  the  average. load  factor  was  increased  only  from 
39  to  54  per  cent,  meaning  the  planes  involved  still  were,  overall,  nearly 
half  empty. 

As  citizens,  there  are  also  other  avenues  open  to  us  beside  expanding  the 
airport.     Senator  Tunney  has  recommended  a  transportation  study  of  the 
California  corridor  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  high  speed  rapid  transit 
to  link  major  cities  in  the  state.     Los  Angeles-San  Francisco  traffic  counts  for 
37  per  cent  of  the  flights  in  and  out  of  the  airport.    If  convenient 
alternatives  were  available,  this  percentage  might  be  reduced  significantly. 

Friends  of  the  Earth  believes  that  we  do  no*t  need  an  expanded  airport. 
But  we. do  need  the  Airports  Commission  to  reevaluate  their  proposal  with  an 
expanded  frame  of  reference  —  one  that  will  consider  alternative  transportation 
systems  and  the  effects  any  expansion  would  have  on  national  energy  policy. 

Thank  you. 
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TESTIMONY  OF  RICHARD  S.  GAMER  BEFORE 
AIRPORTS  COMMISSION 


Members  of  the  Airports  Commission,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  I  want  my 
statement  to  be  considered  representative  of  my  opinions  as  a  private 
citizen  and  not  necessarily  representing  those  of  another  individual  or 
organization. 

I  am  very  displeased  that  so  little  time  has  been  granted  the  public  to 
review  the  final  draft  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  on  the  expansion 
of  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  to  which  I  understand  comment  at 
this  meeting  should  be  directed.    I  had  learned  about  the  existence  of  the 
document  on  the  morning  of  April  28,  1973.    Gentlemen  of  the  Airports 
Commission,  do  you  think  two  days  restricted  to  eight-hour  periods  each 
day  allow  reasonable  time  to  review  the  new  impact  report  which  is  more 
than  twice  the  length  of  the  January  draft  and  has  been  revised  to  answer 
comments  made  at  the  previous  three  hearings  on  the  airport's  expansion 
plan?    Because  of  the  all  too  brief  time  allowed  for  review  I  urge  you  to 
reschedule  this  meeting  and  postpone  the  subsequent  two  meetings  to  grant 
reasonable  opportunity  for  public  review  of  a  document  of  such  magnitude, 
complexity,  and  importance. 

In  consideration  of  the  aforementioned  I  have  been  forced  to  limit  myself 
to  comment  on  the  RASS  Committee  Final  Plan  and  the  January  1973  En- 
vironmental Impact  Report.    Concerning  both  these  documents  I  join  with 
others  in  expressing  my  dissatisfaction  with  the  plans  for  expansion  of 
San  Francisco  International  Airport.    At  this  period  in  the  process  of 
review  I  can  add  little  to  what  already  has  been  said  in  specific  criticism 
of  the  RASS  Final  Plan  and  the  January  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

In  studying  the  RASS  Final  Plan  I  have  been  disturbed  by  the  realization 
that  before  a  limit  is  set  to  the  airport's  expansion,  the  air  travel  indus- 
try by  the  volume  of  its  services  rendered,  will  have  left  its  mark  either 
directly  or  indirectly  throughout  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area.    The  philo- 
sophy of  the  RASS  Final  Plan  leads  to  the  self  perpetuation  and  further 
expansion  of  airports  in  the  Bay  area  by  encouraging  growth  of  more  air 
travel  demand  while  at  the  same  time  denying  the  development  of  other 
solutions  to  meet  this  demand.    The  reasoning  is  based  on  the  assumption 
of  an  everpresent  demand  for  air  travel  which  will  necessitate  the  increase 
of  services  rendered  to  satisfy  this  demand.    The  extent  of  services  will 
determine  the  number  of  opportunities  offered  for  travel.    No  matter  how 
much  service  is  offered,  there  will  always  be  sufficient  travel  demand  to 
coincide  with  that  level  of  service.    Hence  what  should  and  will  be  the  limit 
to  the  amount  of  services  the  Bay  area  airports  will  offer?  Theoretically 
San  Francisco  International  Airport  could  enlarge  whenever  it  require 
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additional  area  to  offer  more  efficient  services  until  its  very  size  would 
become  the  limit  of  its  growth. 

Although  construction  will  be  constantly  reviewed  and  possibly  revised 
under  the  plan  of  Incremental  Development,  I  am  very  dubious  about  the 
strength  such  a  plan  will  have  in  defining  airport  expansion.    In  Chapter 
III,  page  6,  of  the  RASS  Final  Plan  there  is  a  section  entitled  "Predicta- 
bility" briefly  treating  problems  arising  from  errors  in  prediction  of  air 
travel.    The  second  paragraph  of  this  section  begins: 

"There  is  however  a  way  to  minimize  effects  of  such  uncertainty. 
This  is  to  regard  any  error  in  prediction- -  should  that  prove  to 
be  the  case--as  an  error  in  time  rather  than  amount.  11 

The  example  given  for  such  error  is  one  which  would  require  additional 
development  because  of  an  unexpected  rise  in  population.    This  begs  the 
question:  "What  would  happen  if  the  opposite  circumstance  occurred- -an 
error  in  prediction  because  of  an  unexpected  decline  in  population  which 
resulted  in  excessive  development?  "    The  RASS  Commission  answer  to 
this  is  alluded  to  on  Chapter  I,  page  7  of  the  Final  Plan.    In  rationalizing 
the  difference  between  its  projection  of  annual  passengers  for  the  year 
1985  and  that  of  the  Air  Transport  Association  for  the  same  year,  the 
RASS  Committee  states: 

"The  difference  of  1 3  million  passengers,  however,  represents 
only  about  a  3  -  4  year  level  in  the  time  at  which  passenger 
volume  would  reach  the  higher  forecast  level.  " 

Does  this  mean  that  an  airport  edifice,  completed  prematurely,  would  be 
utilized  to  a  minimal  capacity  for  so  many  years  until  the  need  material- 
ized to  justify  its  existence?  Meanwhile  other  solutions  either  satisfying 
or  alleviating  this  hoped  for  increase  in  air  travel  would  be  stifled  because 
the  Airports  Commission  has  not  only  discovered  the  answer  but  also  made 
it  a  tangible  reality.    Now  all  the  Commission  need  do  is  give  the  problem 
a  bit  of  a  catalyst  to  hasten  its  arrival. 

Without  limitation  to  the  quantity  of  service  rendered  and  by  reliance  on 
eventual  demand  to  offset  overbuilding,  the  airports  in  the  Bay  area  under 
the  RASS  Final  Plan  could  expand  to  mind-boggling  proportions.    It  is  the 
duty  of  the  members  of  the  Airports  Commission  and  all  residents  of  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  area  to  formulate  and  realize  that  solution  which  best 
satisfies  future  travel  demands  and  also  does  least  to  degenerate  the  envir- 
onment and  life  style  which  people  here  value  so  preciously.    I  consider 
the  plan  for  expansion  of  San  Francisco  International  Airport  too  repres- 
entative of  the  interests  of  Airports  Commission  and  so  I  register  my 
opposition  to  it. 
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Mrs.  Larsen's  Statement 


The  next  speaker  was  Eleanor  Larsen,  conservationist  chairman  of  the 
Peninsula  Group  of  the  Sierra  Club,  Loma  Prieta  Chapter.    Mrs.  Larsen 
told  the  Commission  she  did  have  an  opportunity  to  look  at  the  Final  Report 
this  morning;  approximately  one  hour  and  a  half  to  digest  three  volumes. 
Page  2-54  regarding  the  fill  of  the  seaplane  harbor  states,  this  is  not 
related  to  the  remainder  of  the  expansion  program.    Rather  a  set  of  plans 
is  being  prepared  for  the  fill  program,  and  this  project  should  be  deferred 
until  a  decision  can  be  made  as  to  whether  to  proceed  or  not.    This  is  very 
interesting  because  in  the  communities  which  are  on  the  San  Mateo  Plan- 
ning Department,  there  is  at  the  very  end  of  the  comments  a  note  that  del- 
etes guidelines  of  Section  5069,  which  required  that  multiple  or  phase  proj- 
ects be  covered  by  an  EIR. 

Mrs.  Larsen  stated  she  would  like  to  call  that  to  the  attention  of  the  Com- 
mission.   It  has  become  apparent  to  some  who  feel  that  approximately  $16 
million  of  Federal  funds  are  now  for  review  before  ABAG  and  if  no  com- 
prehensive Federal  statement  is  being  made  on  the  overall  project,  the 
CEPA  guidelines  are  not  being  followed. 

In  Section  5,  Page  1  and  2,  statistics  on  increased  passengers,  the  report 
says  there  are  two  trends.    The  younger  generation  is  travelling  by  air 
more  and  that  affluence  fosters  air  travel.    The  younger  generation  is  fly- 
ing more.    It  is  the  airlines  policy.    Because  of  empty  seats  the  Airlines 
have  stand-bys,  youth  fares  and  other  advantages.    But  when  the  younger 
generation  grows  up,  they  will  fly  at  regular  fares.    There  are  two  reasons 
for  doing  this:    (A)  To  fill  up  the  empties  and  (B)  to  create  a  market  in  the 
younger  generation,  when  they  mature  in  ten  more  years,  so  they  can  pay 
full  price.    The  statistics  are  rather  misleading. 

In  other  comments  relating  to  the  report,  Mrs.  Larsen  stated  it  was  inter- 
esting to  note  that  the  State  Department  of  Aeronautics  has  not  yet  com- 
mented.   The  State  letter  signed  by  F.  F.  Woodworth  was  dated  March  7, 
so  it  appears  that  was  for  the  purpose  of  the  Commission  Public  Hearing 
held  at  that  time.    Mrs.  Larsen  asked  if  the  State  Board  of  Aeronautics 
has  commented. 

Mr.  Bertken  answered  stating  the  State  Board  had  no  additional  comments. 
Mrs.  Larsen  asked  if  they  intend  to  comment? 

Mrs.  Larsen  continued  stating  the  State  Department  should  be  involved  in 
the  project  as  far  as  airports  are  concerned  and  she  would  particularly 
like  to  see  their  comments  when  and  if  they  come  up  with  them.    All  of  the 
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State  Board  and  local  jurisdictions  are  in  the  process  of  updating  their 
projects,  due  to  the  1970  census  and  due  to  the  State  Department  of  Finance 
revising  projects.    The  assumption  is  that  these  statements  have  filtered 
down  to  the  State  Department  of  Aeronautics  and  they  too  are  revising 
demands.    The  projects  in  the  RASSC  study  are  wholly  inadequate  and  just 
not  correct.    Air  resource  comments  that  are  contrary  to  a  rather  rosy 
picture  painted,  the  airport  will  be  responsible  for  approximate  doubling 
of  the  contribution  to  Bay  Area  pollutions  in  1985.    That  is  a  tremendous 
bill  of  bad  news.    That  is  the  reason  for  the  air  pollution  monitoring.  Mrs. 
Larsen  was  delighted  to  see  that  the  Airport  was  taking  her  suggestions 
in  this  measure. 

Mrs.  Larsen  asked  the  Commission  if  they  had  read  the  final  Environmental 
Statement  plus  all  the  comments? 

All  Commissiqners  answered  in  the  affirmative. 

Mrs.  Larsen  then  stated  she  did  have  a  copy  of  the  Division  of  Highways 
letter  which  she  had  been  very  concerned  about.    People  of  San  Mateo 
County  are  quite  dependent  upon  transportation  systems  that  exist  and 
they  are  also  interested  in  possible  modifications  to  transportation  systems. 
The  Division  of  Highways  was  under  the  assumption  that  there  would  be  no 
increase  in  transit  facilities.    In  other  words,  it  would  be  the  same  15% 
using  buses,  that  Route  101  would  be  the  highway  most  affected  and  that 
Route  101  is  at  capacity  now  during  peak  hours.    The  1985  traffic  demand 
shows  approximately  204,  000  vehicles  per  day  wanting  to  use  Route  101 
south  of  Millbrae  Avenue.    This  is  over  the  180,  000  capacity.    The  San 
Francisco  coast  highway  could  handle  2000  vehicles  per  day.    This  volume 
is  possible.    It  is  the  same  situation  on  the  Peninsula  that  occurs  at  Hos- 
pital Curve;  that  is  where  the  quantity  occurs.    Relative  to  that,  streets 
such  as  El  Camino  Real  between  3rd  Avenue  and  Millbrae  Avenue  will 
experience  increased  traffic,  local  traffic;  people  who  live  in  the  area 
will  not  be  able  to  use  Bayshore  because  it  will  be  at  capacity.    In  other 
words,  freeway  travel  will  be  diverted  to  local  streets.    This  is  one  of 
the  problems  we  already  have  in  the  County.    These  problems  exist  today 
and  they  are  critical  problems.    Mrs.  Larsen  did  not  agree  with  the  fore- 
cast 31  million  passengers,  but  did  agree  that  it  will  grow,  as  will  many 
cities  around  the  airport,  no  matter  what  kind  of  policy  was  adopted.  Mrs. 
Larsen  raised  the  question  concerning  the  RASSC  study.    What  percentage 
of  a  possible  BART  system  was  the  airport's  responsibility?    Would  it  be 
the  airport  owners,  airlines,  users?    How  was  it  going  to  be  financed? 
Mrs.  Larsen  stated  she  could  not  find  an  answer  to  the  question  in  the 
final  EIR  Statement. 
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Metropolitan    Transportation  Commission 


April  10,  1973 
W.I.  4.42 


Mr.  William  J.  Dwyer 

Director  of  Airports 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 

San  Francisco,  California  94128 

Dear  Mr.  Dwyer: 

As  a  result  of  the  recent  conference  with  Messrs.  Harold  Kelly 
and  Darrel  Pieper,  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  on 
the  proposed  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Expansion 
Program  has  been  reviewed  by  the  Staff  of  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission.     The  comments  of  the  respective 
planning  departments  have  been  detailed  below  for  your 
examination . 

1.  The  planning  Staff  of  the  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission  recognizes  the  critical  role  that  accessi- 
bility will  play  in  the  continued  success  of  San 
Francisco  International  Airport.     To  assure  a  balance 
between  the  airport  and  the  access  facilities  that 
service  it  subsequent  to  completion  of  the  expansion 
program,  further  attention  is  warranted  in  evaluating 
the  impact  of  additional  airport  traffic  on  access 
facilities,  air  quality,  noise,  and  Corridor  level  of 
service . 

2.  It  was  the  opinion  of  the  Regional  Airport  System  Study 
Committee  that  the  noise  criteria  established  by  the 
State  of  California  could  be  met  at  each  airport.  Future 
compliance  with  this  criteria  was  conditional  upon  certain 
critical  existing  residential  areas  being  acquired  by  the 
airports  and  the  use  changed  from  residential.  After 
reviewing  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  and  discussing 
it  with  the  consultant,  this  provision  does  not  appear 

to  have  been  accounted  for. 

3.  The  report  identifies  Bay  Fill  as  an  adverse  impact  of 
the  expansion  program;  however,  details  relevant  to  this 
specific  element  of  the  project  are  not  available  in 
Section  7,   "Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitments 
of  Resources."     More  data  relating  the  proposed  Bay  Fill 
to  the  Expansion  Program  and  future  operations  at  SFO 
would  allow  a  more  complete  response  to  this  issue. 
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I  trust  these  comments  will  assist  you  in  your  evaluation  of 
the  regional  environmental  issues  associated  with  the  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  Expansion  Program.     To  insure  that  the  Final 
Draft  of  this  Environmental  Impact  Report  will  receive  a  more 
thorough  treatment  from  our  staff,  it  would  be  most  helpful  if  we 
were  given  an  early  opportunity  for  reviewing  this  document. 


cc :     Harold  Kelly 

Darrell  Pieper 
Tom  Bertkin 
Walt  Gillfillan 
Charlie  Roberts 
Revan  Tranter 


Sincerely, 


PAUL  C.  WATT 
Executive  Director 

Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
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Aoril  ??:9  1973 

To  s    Torn  Be'rtken 
Fin;    Vivian  !T«  nrown 


Per  your  request  to  Pete  Peel  I'm  enclosing 
copies  of  the  notice  we  sent  to  affected 
agencies  arid  '-he  consents  and  cards  received 
to  date  *    I  ;,-as  informed  today  that  corments 
from  fchs  Gan  fc&teo  County  Planning  Department 
a:-/:.  the  County  /rininis brator  should  reach  us  in 
a  few  days. 


NOTICE  OF  INTENT 


F  f  ALi  >'0  KNI  A 


tARIN'-HOUSt  I.D.  NUMBER  (1-3) 


IARD  TYPE(9) 


LT.  GOVERNOR  C  J  REiNECKE 

Office  of  Intergovernmental  Management 

Sta:r  Clearinghouse 

1400  10th  Street,    Room  108 

Sacra.-ncr.  to,  California      (916)  445-0613 


nsor  112-4?) 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Division  (4  e  -7  e  ) 


Airports  Commission 


«Ct  T  i  tie    112-71  ) 


res  S|  2-451 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 

City  (40-00) 

San  Francisco 

County  (0  1 -7  3) 

S.  F. 

Zip  Code 
f 7  6  -  *  0  I 

94128 

loct  Person    (1  2-43) 

William  J.  Dwvcr,                Director  of  Airports 

Area  Code  14  0-4  8) 

415 

Phone  (4  }-5  5  ) 

761-0300 

Ext.  (56-59) 

2113 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION  OF  NATURE,  PURPOSE,  AND  BENEFICIARIES 

$3  90  Million  Expansion  Program  to  provide  additional  terminal  buildings,  roads, 
ttj   '  ' 

parking,  aprons  and  related  facilities  to  expand  the  airport  to  a  capacity  of  


3  1  million  annual  passengers. 
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Project  Location  County  (4  6-7  9  ) 

San  Mateo 


FEDERAL  FUNDS 
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TOTAL  FUNDS 
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390, 000, 000 

>f  Other  Federal  Funds**  (12-45) 


None 


Type  of  Other  Non-Federal  FundstT  (46-79) 

1967  and  future  revenue  bond  issues 


ding  Agency  Program  Title    (12-71  ) 

Airport  Development  Aid  Program 


Federal  Ca'ciog  Number 

20.  102 


ding  Agency  Name  112-45) 

Department  of  Transportation 


Sub-Agency  (46-7S) 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 
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OOLLAR  AMOUNTS  DURATION   IN  TIME 

NCREASE  DECREASE  CANCELLATION   INCREASE  DECREASE 

d!24     C2'         CT'28        CZj27  C2S 


IS  STATE  PLAN 
REQUIRED? 


|    |  Yes(29)  [xINoOO) 


IS  PROJECT  UNDER 
A-95  JUPIS-.CriO.S? 


I  -N;  Yes  (3  1  )        .*^ui32  ) 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
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TION  FOR  INFORMATION  REQUIRED  BY  METROPOLITAN  CLEARINGHOUSES: 


PROJECT  REVIEW 


April  4,  1973 


TO:     Mr.  William  J.  Dwyer 
Director  of  Airports 
City  &  County  of  San  Francisco 
San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  California  94128 


FM:    Metropolitan  Clearinghouse 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 

Hotel  Claremont 

Berkeley,  California  94705 

Project:   San  Francisco  International  Airport  Expansion  Program 

The  Association  has  received  your  Not  I ce-of- Intent  to  apply  for  assistance  under 
the     Airport  Development  Aid  Program  (DOT). 

As  the  Metropolitan  Clearinghouse,  and  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  of 
Circular  A-95,  of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  the  Association  has 
the  following  affected  agencies  of  your  project: 


not i f  ied 
BCDC 
City 
City 
City 
City 


Be  I mont 
Br  i  sbane 
Burl ingame 
Co  I  ma 


of 
of 
of 
of 

Daly  City 

Foster  City 

City  of  Hill sborough 


City  of  Mi  I Ibrae 
City  of  Pacifica 
Redwood  City 
City  of  San  Bruno 
City  of  San  Carlos 
South  San  Francisco 
Port  of  Oakland 
San  Jose  Airport 


We  will  notify  you  immediately  should  any  of 
concerning  your  proposal. 


the 


SPUR 

San  Mateo  County 

San  Mateo  County  Planning  Dept. 

San  Mateo  County  Airport  Land  Use  Comm 

Sierra  Club,  Loma  Prieta  Chapter 

BACH PC 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
Save  the  Bay  Association 
agencies  notified  raise  an  issue 


The  staff  finds  this  proposal  to  be  primarily  of  local  significance  and  not  in 
conflict  with  the  policies  and  programs  of  the  Association.     If  within  30  days  we 
have  not  informed  you  of  our  interest  in  formally  commenting  on  this  proposal, 
please  assume  that  this  project  has  received  our  clearance  and  that  the  Association 
will  not  conduct  a  formal  review  of  the  application. 


Sincere ly, 


Walde  Egener 
Regional  Planner 


I 
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ABAG/METROPOL I  TAN  CLEARINGHOUSE 
A-95-PROJ ECT  NOTIFICATION  RESPONSE  CARD 


APPLICANT:     City  &  County  of  San  Francisco 
PROGRAM:         ADAP  (DOT) 

L_PROJECT:  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Expansion 

,   Program  /2T  r  C  ~> 

|  AGENCY  NOTIFIED:         San  Mateo  County  (L  '  V  1 

□  No  Comment  CD  General  Support 
I-^gency  is  interested  -  Comments  will  follow 

□  Agency  is  interested  -  Comments  attached 

For  fu^r  information,  Clearinghouse  should  contact:  , 

Name:      V^rLifr.   phone  No;  3^^rfoo 

Hill 


ABAG/METROPOL I  TAN  CLEARINGHOUSE 
A-95-PR0JECT  NOTIFICATION  RESPONSE  CARD 


APPLICANT:   City  &  County  of  San  Francisco 

PROGRAM:       ADAP  (DOT) 

PROJ ECT:   San  Francisco  International  Airport  -Expansion 

 Program  (  £p  ) 

AGENCY  NOT! Fl ED:    City  of  Brisbane 


No  Comments  tZJ General  Support 

CD  Agency  is  interested  -  Comments  will  follow 
CZJ Agency  is  interested  -  Comments  attached 

For  further  information,  Clearinghouse  should  contact: 
Name:       Eugene  Aiello,   CM  Phone  No:  467-1515 


ABAG/METROPOL I  TAN  CLEARINGHOUSE 
A_95_PR0JEOT  NOTIFICATION  RESPONSE  CARD 


^APPLICANT:  City  &  CouQy  of  San  Francisco 

PROGRAM:      Airport  Development  Aid  Program  (DOT) 

_PROJECT:      San  Francisco  International  Airport  ExpansJ_gj 

 Program  

|  AGENCY  NOTIFIED:  MTC 

□  No  Comment  CD  General  Support 

□ZlAgency  is  interested  -  Comments  will  follow 
£□  Agency  is  interested  -  Comments  attached 

For  furthW  information,  Clearinghouse  should  contact: 
Name:        ^SvA^-* VvC\C^V\ 


Phone  No: 
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ABAG/METROPOLITAN  CLEARINGHOUSE 
A-95-PROJECT  NOTIFICATION  RESPONSE  CARD 


APPLICANT:  City  &  County  of  San  Francisco 
PROGRAM:     ADAP  (DOT) 

PROJECT:  San  Franc, ^International  Airport  Expansion 

t  .  rroqram  /V.    "x  —J 

AGENCY  NOTIFIED. "5  o  ~  — -  (,^13  ) 

'  °TIFI^7^nservation  4  DevlHW^— ^1 
P^No  Comment  .   I 

y     a  inieresTed  -  Comments  attached 


N^0mre:Ur>^:0rma+IQ>  ^in9hfSe  should  contact: 


ABAG/METROPOLITAN  CLEARINGHOUSE 
A-95-PR0J ECT  NOTIFICATION  RESPONSE  CARD 


'APPLICANT:    City  &  County  of  San  Fi^rieTsco*  V  — 
\PROGRAM :       ADAP  (DOT)  APR  1 2  "i973 

f  a  

^PROJ ECT:  San  Franc i  sco  I  nternat  i ona^  ^Tffegrt^xp^ns i on_ 

  Program  ^  7^  I  S^l 

I  AGENCY  NOTIFIED:  City  of  Daly  City  ~ / 


CZlNo  Comment  r^-j,Genera I  Support 

CZ1  Agency-  is  interested  -  Comments  will  follow 
LTD  Agency  is  interested  -  Comments  attached 

For  further?  i n format i op-,  Clearinghouse  should  contact: 

Name:     /£Cc2 ^  --        Phone  No:  9vV-  VffOO 


ABAG/METROPOLITAN  CLEARINGHOUSE 
A-95-PR0J ECT  NOTIFICATION  RESPONSE  CARD 


APPLICANT:      ci+y  &  County  of  San  Francisco 
PROGRAM:  ADAP  (DOT)  W 

PROJECT:  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Expansion_ 

Program  f-g-  \  }~) 


AGENCY  NOTIFIED:     South  San  Francisco 

CUNo  Comment  tZD  General  Support 

CZDAgency  is  interested  -  Comments  will  follow 
□□Agency  is  interested  -  Comments  attached 


For  further  information,  Clearinghouse  should „ycontac 
UaM-failte^iJSo*  /Uf' *9  D>  D?S     P^on  0<5 :  s~M 


tact: 
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APPLICANT:  City  &  GottQty%iofs  San  Francisco 
PROGRAM :     ADAP  (DOT) 

PROJECT:  San  Francisco  International  Airport  ExpansioQ  

 Program  ^  ^VS")  

AGENCY  NOTIFIED:  Bay  Area  Comprehens i vfc  Health  Planning  I 

Counci I         \  I 
C3No  Comment  CZD  General  Support 

CZlAgency  is  interested  -  Coniients  will  follow 
CZ1 Agency  is  interested  -  Comments  attached 

For  fu^ciher  information,  Clearinghouse  should  contact: 
Name:  Yfrul.  ftfiLS  Phone  No:  ^  33'ST3  C 


ABAG/METROPOL I  TAN  CLEARINGHOUSE 
A-95-PR0J ECT  NOTIFICATION  RESPONSE  CARD 


APPLICANT:        City  &  County  of  San  Francisco 

PROGRAM:  ADAP  (DOT) 

PROJECT:  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Expansion  

Program  /tL[S) 


I  AGENCY  NOTIFIED:       San  Jose  Airport 

CII No  Comment  E^TGenera I  Support 

CD  Agency  is  interested  -  Comments  will  follow 
CZlAgency  is  interested  -  Comments  attached 

For  further  information,  Clearinghouse  should  contact: 
Name:  Phone  No: 
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A-95-PR0J ECT  NOTIFICATION  RESPONSE  CARD 


APPLICANT:    City  &  County  of  San  Francisco 
PROGRAM:       ADAP  (DOT) 

_PROJECT:  san  Francisco  International  Airport  Expansion  

Program  

|  AGENCY  NOTIFIED:      SPUR  \   

□  No  Comment  [ZD  General  Support 

£2  Agency  Is  Interested  -  Comments  will  follow 
£0  Agency  is  interested  -  Comments  attached 
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ABAG/METROPOL I  TAN  CLEARINGHOUSE 
 A-95-PROJECT  NOTIFICATION  RESPONSE  CARD   , 

APPLICANT:  City  &  County  of  San  Francisco 

PROGRAM:     ADAP  (DOT) 

PROJECT:  san  Francisco  International  Airport  Expansion  

 Program  (  2AC.~>  \  

|  AGENCY  NOTIFIED:  City  of  Burl  ingame 

L~Z]No  Comment  •  £□  General  Support 

CDAgency  is  interested  -  Comments  wi I  I  follow 
Agency  is  ^interested  -  Comments  attached 

For  further  information,  Clearinghouse  should  contact: 
Name:    C_  I ■'  /V  \       <.  .  ?  Phone  No:   '-  •  V  ■"' 


CHARLES   F.  SCHWALM 
CITY  MANAGER 


di  f  ^ 

E3  J  R  LI  14  o  A  MS 


(the  (Eihj  nf  iBiurlhtgaiits 

SAN  MATEO  COUNTY 
CITY  HAUL  "  501  PRIMROSE  ROAD 
BURLINGAME,  CALIFORNIA  94010 

April  9,  L973 


APR  \  p  i37 


HAY  AR:A  COVt  \"tMT-. 


TEL:  (-415)  342-6931 


Metropolitan  Clearinghouse 
Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
Hotel  Claremont 
Berkeley,  California  94705 

Re:     San  Francisco  International  Airport  Expansion 

The  City  Council  of  Burlingarae  has  directed  that  this  letter  of 
protest  be  filed  for  consideration  because  the  EIR  doesn't  re- 
flect the  expanded  noise  impact  on  Burlingame. 

Burlingame  is  c ont iguous . with  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
airport  property.  Probable  impact  of  the  project  on  the  people 
living  and  working  in  Burlingame  needs  more  specific  description, 
both  quantitatively  and  qualitatively: 

1.  New  takeoff  flight  patterns  will  bring  adverse 
noise  impact  to  residential  areas  in  Burlingame 

2.  There  will  be  a  considerable  increase  in  vehicular 
traffic  on  the  local  streets  in  Burlingame. 

We  want  to  know  how  much  impact  there  will  be  from  aircraft  noise 
and  from  vehicle  trips  to  or  from  the  airport  through  Burlingame. 
Extension  of  Pvunway  LL  extends  noise  impact  closer  to  Burlingame 
places  where  people  live  and  work.     There  will  be  adverse  impact 
from  jet  engine  runup  and  aircraft  takeoff. 

The  measure  of  noise  impact  is  being  averaged, 
noise  is  technoligically  spread  out  over  time, 
in  the  moment;   it  is  not  spread  over  minutes  of 
ment  and  resistance  are  instantaneous  responses 
noise . 


Short,   loud,   intense  • 
Noise  affects  peopLe 
time.     Human  resent- 
to  adverse  aircraft 


Association, of  Bay  Area  Governments  -2-  April  9,  1973 


Additional  traffic  on  Local  streets  is  our  other  concern.  Bayshore 
Freeway  is  already  near  capacity.     The  three  interchanges:  Mill- 
brae  Avenue,   Broadway  and  Peninsula  already  need  upgrading.  South- 
bound traffic  from  the  airport  also  uses  Bayshore  Highway,  Rollins 
Road,  El  Caniino  Real  and  Route  280.     Trousdale  Drive  and  Millbrae 
Avenue  are  used  to  reach  Freeway  Route  280.     We  need  a  comprehen- 
sive traffic  study  to  determine  the  local  impact  that  will  result 
from  the  proposed  Airport  expansion. 

Airport  related    traffic  includes  vehicles  serving  the  following: 

L.     Four  establishments  with  a  total  of  886  rooms,  all 

located  on  Bayshore  Highway.     Three  operate  nine  shuttle 
vans  to  serve  airport  patrons. 

2.  Ten  car  rental  agencies,  with  nine  located  on  Bayshore 
Highway . 

3.  Three  flight  kitchens  with  numerous  service  trucks. 

4.  An  airport  park-and-fly  facility  with  ten  shuttle  vans 
which  operate  every  fifteen  minutes . 

5.  A  Sheraton  Inn  Hotel  with  316  rooms  to  be  constructed 
soon  near  the  Broadway  interchange. 

6.  Very  possible  expansion  and  addition  to  hotel  rooms  to 
serve  air  travelers. 

# 

Your  consideration  in  requring  the  information  and  your  considera- 
tion of  the  same  will  be  greatly  appreciated. 


Very,  truly  yours, 


Charles  F.  Schwalm 
City  Manager 
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ABAG/METROPOL I  TAN  CLEARINGHOUSE 
A-95-PROJECT  NOTIFICATION  RESPONSE  CARD 


APPLICANT:  City  &  County  of  San  Francisco 
PROGRAM:       ADAP  (DOT). 

PROJECT:  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Expansion^ 

 Program   \  ^\ 

|  AGENCY  NOTIFIED:    City  of  Foster  City  ^ 

I — I  No  Comment  tZD  General  Support 

CD  Agency  is  interested  -  Comments  will  follow 
Agency  is  interested  -  Comments  attached 


For  further  information,  Clearinghouse  should  contact: 
Name:     S ■       '  .       >  y    ■  Phone  No: 
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March  28,  1973 


FOSTER  CITY  DLVD. 
JT  OFFICE  BOX  4150 
>TER  CITY.  CALIF.  94404 
5)  349-1200 

.LIAM  E.WALKER 


nimlmm 

AMES  DUFFELMEYER 

S.  REEVE 
3ILYN  YIM 
JL  A.  NELSON 


Mr.   Tom  Bertkcn,   Deputy  Director 
Development,   Planning  &  Construction 
Airport  Commission 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  California  94128 


Dear  Mr.  Bertken: 


RECLTJVcO 

APR  1 3  '.973 

A-:cciAr  ;;:i  c* 
BAY  arlA  covrvv.ENrr. 


The  City  of  Foster  City  is  not  solely  a  municipality 
in  the  ordinary  sense.     The  City  Government  is  inter- 
woven with  the  Estero  Municipal  Improvement  District 
in  the  reclamation  and  improvement  of  land  in  such 
a  way  that  the  economics  of  the  payment  of  municipal 
bonds  is  a  critical  factor  in  planning  for  the  future 
survival  of  the  community. 

The  Estero  Municipal  Improvement  District  carries 
a  local  bonded  indebtedness  of  $157,000,000  (total 
principal  and  interest)    in  addition  to  all  City, 
County  and  State  obligations.     In  addition  to  Estero 
Bonds,   an  additional  bond  balance  of  $2,536,474 
(principal)    in  school,  hospital  and  county  bonds  is 
attributable  to  Foster  City  residents.     The  General 
Plan  carefully  programs  and  weighs  the  factors  of 
development  of  the  City  with  these  financial  factors. 
Obviously,   interference  with  planned  development 
would  be  crucial  to  the  City. 


The  amended  General  Plan  for  Foster  City  was  approved  by 
the  County,   substantially  in  its  present  form,  in  1966, 
with  a  predicted  population  of  approximately  36,000. 
Full  development  is  anticipated  around  1930.  The 
reclamation,   improvement  and  development  of  Neighbor- 
hoods 5,6,7  and  8A  are  based  on  $13,511,000  in  bonds 
sold  in  1972,  pursuant  to  the  revised  1967  financial 
plan.     All  bonds  are  general  obligation  and  provide  for 
tax  levies  on  all,     in  event  of  defaults.  These 
improvements  would  account  for  the  ability  to  provide 
homes  for  an  estimated  11,410  people.    -As  indicated, 
the  debt  has  been  incurred  and  the  work  is  proceeding. 
It  should  be  made  clear  at  this  time,   that  no  new 
land  is  being  reclaimed  by  this  program.     The  dike 
system  has  long  been  established,   the  land  is  awaiting 
only  the  final  preparation,  grading,   streets,  utilities, 
etc. 

The  review  of  the  Foster  City  Airport  Land  Use  Committee 
and  critiquing  by  the  Foster  City  Noise  Abatement  Committee 
member,   Colonel  John  Regan,   and  the  Mayor  of  the  City, 
would  like  to  bring  to  your  attention,   areas  which  we 
feel  were  not  addressed  in  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.     We  feel  that  if  these  areas  are  not  addressed 


and  not  spoken  to,   and  responsibilities  not  placed  at  the 
proper  'level  of  government  and  departments  which  service 
the  community  at  large,   such  as  the  Division  of  Highways, 
County  Board  of  Supervisors,   Departments  of  Tublic  Works 
of  the  State  of  California,  Corps  of  Engineers,   and  surround- 
ing local  cities,   that  may  be  effected  by  expansion  of  the 
San  Francisco  International  Airport,  could  have  tremendous 
down-grading  of  property  values  as  well  as  a  serious  impact 
upon  the  people  living  in  those  areas. 

In  your  report,  you  addressed  the  reduction  of  take-offs 

and  landings  because  of  larger  aircraft  with  greater  carrying 

passenger  capacity.     We  believe  there  is  an  absence  in 

your  report,   of  the  increase  of  flights  and  services  of 

cargo  liners,  which  surely  will  happen,  when  the  Coast  Guard  Sea 

Basin  is  completed  as  an  air  freight  terminal,  which  we  have 

been  told  will  increase  9-fold  over  present  day  flights. 

We  believe  the  air  freight  increase  will  have  tremendous  impact 
upon  the  101  Freeway  and  Highway  280  due  to  the  increase  of 
heavy  commercial  vehicles  to  and  from  San  Francisco  International 
Airport  air  freight  terminal. 

Our  Planning  Director,  Mr.   Jack  Rogoway,   also  speaks  to  these 
areas  as  a  professional  planner  with  the  following  comments: 

The  apparent  philosophy  advocated  in  the  Regional  Airport 
Systems  Study  is  to  continue  to  upgrade  San  Francisco 
International  Airport   (SFO)    as  the  main  airport  for  the 
Bay  Area  while  both  the  majority  of  people  in  the  Bay  Area 
appear  to  favor  the  dispersion  of  air  terminal  service.  The 
transportation  system  also  would  more  adequately  support  a 
dispersed  system."     Although  the  modifications  to  the  SFO 
terminal  and  runway  system  would  obviously  improve  that 
facility,   it  would  seem  that  the  monies  allocated  for  this 
use  could  best  be  spent,   in  the  broad  sense,  in  improving  a 
regional  airport  system  rather  than  creating  a  strong  central 
terminal . 

1.     Access  to  SFO  -  Although  ground  access  to  SFO  from  San 
Francisco  is  acceptable  in  view  of  both  the  highway  system 
and  proposed  BART  extensions,   service  to  the  south  and  cast 
is  not  at  all  acceptable,   and  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
system  will  substantially  improve  in  the  near  future.  The 
extension  of  the  BART  System  through  San  Mateo  Countv  is  highly 
questionable  and  no  link  with  the  East  Bay  Communities,  other 
than  bus    (indicating  transfer  with  baggage)    is  even  proposed 
over  the  San  Ma tco-IIayward  Bridge.     In  order  to  ride  BART  to 
SFO,   people  from  the  Ilayward  area  would  have  to  go  through 
San  Francisco  City.     No  acceptable  transit  system  is  available 
from  San  Jose.     In  addition  to  this  factor,   BART,   the  only 
regional  transit  system  accessing  SFO  other  than  Yellow  Cab, 
is  not  designed  or  equipped  to  handle  any  but  a  minimum  amount 
of  hand  luggage.     The  inconvenience  alone  would  force  the  use 
of  private  automobiles.     The  factors  would  all  strengthen  the 
need  for  a  regional  system  of  dispersed  services. 


2.  Negative  Impact  Factors  -  The  report  sites  several 
"positive  impacts"  of  the  airport  expansion  which  are 
actually  negative  factors.     For  instance  they  indicate 
that  although  automobiles  increase,   air  pollutants  "should 
be  less  in  1385".     This   "Decrease"  in  pollutants  is,  in 

no  way,   under  the  control  of  the  airport.     Federal  stan- 
dards for  1975  have  been  met  by  only  one  automobile, 
the  Mazda,   all  major  companies  have  either  requested  waiver 
or  extention  of  these  standards.     Under  the  circumstances, 
more  people  means  more  cars,   and  only  that,  certainly 
not  less  pollution. 

The  report  also  indicates  that  increasing  the  annual 
passenger  capacity  to  31  million  will   "decrease"  the  number 
of  take-offs  and  landings,   reduce  noise  and  pollution,  but 
these  factors  also  are  not  regulated  by  the  reporting  agency. 
The  actual  fact  is  that  the  modifications  will  increase  the 
airports  ability  to  handle  additional  aircraft.  Aircraft 
engine  modification  requirements  are  regulated  by  the  Federal 
Government  and  the  use  of  smaller  aircraft  on  a  broadened 
schedule  may  much  better  serve  the  public  than  fewer 
"Jumbo"  passenger  aircraft.     Effect  and  mitigation  are  two 
different  things  and  should  be  treated  as  such. 

3.  Effects  upon.  Foster  City  -  Foster  City  is  probably  the 
community  most  greatly  affected  by  noise  due  to  aircraft 
operations  from  SFO.     Since  take-offs  through  the  "gap" 
have  been  greatly  reduced,  Foster  City,  with  in  excess  of 
90%  of  the  landing  operations  overhead,   should  be  a  prime 
factor  in  noise  reduction  considerations.     The  fact  that  jet 
engines  are  being  modified  does  not  relieve  the  airport 

or  airlines  from  employing  their  own  noise  reduction  techni- 
ques to  maximize  future  compatibility.     The  addition  to  runway 
2  8R,  by  moving  aircraft  toward  the  center  of  the  bay  could 
be  treated  as  a  method  of  moving  out  over  the  water.  Runway 
28L  is  used  as  the  center  line  for  both  the  1970  and  1985 
NEF  contours.     An  effort  should  be  made  to  emphasize  the  use 
of  runway  2  8R. 

Certainly  the  use  of  the  new,   larger  jets  favors  the  use  of 
a  single  terminal  as  a  regional  facility  rather  than  dis- 
persing terminals,   however  the  land  transportation  system  is 
grossly  inadequate  to  handle  this  treatment.     Merely  increas- 
ing the  private  automobile  facilities  in  the  terminal  area 
is  a  very  inadequate  solution  to  the  problem.     Even  with 
emission  reduction  standards,   the  private  automobile  must  be 
deemphasized  as  the  major  means  of  transportation.  The 
traffic  generator  must  bear  at  least  a  portion  of  the  cost  of 
providing  the  missing  links  to  a  system  which  is  necessary  to 
support  that  generator.     The  people  of  San  Mateo  County  will 
be  shortly  asked  to  support  a  DART  link  to  the  south.  The 
justification  of  taking  San  Jose  people  to  SFO   (a  San  Francisco 
airport)   would  not  be  a  popular  cause  for  public  expenditure 
where  a  local  transit  system  is  so  badly  needed. 


1 

I 
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'Our  Chief  Building  Official,  Mr.   Richard  Shaw  has  also  included 
his  comments  in  our  report,   for  your  review: 

The  subject  Environmental  Impact  Report  generally  addresses 
issues  not  specifically  related  to  construction  activities 
as  they  will  be  at  completion  of  the  expansion  project  (1985). 
The  impacts  during  the  interim  period  are  not  considered,  though 
accumulatively  could  be  considerable  and  highly  undesirable. 
The  timeleness  of  certain  improvements  that  will  ultimately 
protect  the  environment  has  a  decided  effect  upon  impact  during 
this  interim  period,   and  is  not  discussed  within  the  report. 

The  following  points  of  concern  have  been  discovered  upon  my 
review  of  the  subject  Environmental  Impact  Report: 

1.     Traffic  congestion,   air  pollution  levels  and 
accessibility  of  the  airport  facilities  rely 
upon  extension  of  BART  to  the  facility,  Bayshore 
Freeway  remodeling,   completion  of  3  80  Freeway,  and 
improvement  of  several  surface  streets  serving  and 
adjacent  to  the  airport. 

The  environmental  impact  of  these  improvements  is 
not  discussed  within  this  report.     The  C.E.Q.A.  would 
require  environmental  studies  for  each  of  these  pro- 
jects, which  individually  considered  many  result  in  a  signific 
or  insignificant  impact.     To  totally  assess  the 
environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  airport  expansion, 
and  its  cumulative  effect,   it  would  be  desirable  that 
these  projects  should  be  included  within  this  report. 

The  report  does  not  consider  the  timeliness  of  these 
access  improvement,   interim  measures  or  alternative 
access  considerations. 

Possible  impacts  upon  Foster  City  in  the  event  of 
inappropriate  action  in  this  matter  could  include: 

A.  Prolonged  travel  time  in  surface  communication 
between  Foster  City  and  the  airport  facilities, 
its  neighboring  communities  and  points  north  of 
the  airport  due  to  traffic  congestion  on  the 
freeways,   surface  streets  and  service  roads. 
(Air  Pollution  Control  District) 

B.  A. P. C. D. /will  deny  permits  for  installation,  operation' 
or  modification  of  certain  facilities  if  it  can  be 
shown  that  the  facility  is  to  be  located  in  an  area 
where  air  pollution  already  exceeds  levels  set  by 
State  and  Federal  governments ,  even  though  the 
emissions  from  the  installation  meet  the  District 
standards . 


Air  pollution  generated  at  the  airport  influences 
air  quality  at  foster  City  which  is  down -wind  of 
the  facility.     Since  A. P. CD.   approval  of  resale, 
enlargement  or  new  construction  is  based  upon  air 
quality,   it  could  be  expected  that  certain  commercial, 
industrial  and  residential  uses  could  be  prohibited 
from  construction  or  operation  in  Foster  City  due  to 
levels  generated  at  the  airport. 

C.     Extension  of  BART  and  the  street  and  highway  improve- 
ments could  result  in  an  additional  financial  burden 
on  Foster  City  residents,   developers  and  consumers 
with  little  or  no  benefit  derived. 


The  "Noise  Exposure  Forecast"  in  the  report  calls  for  an 
ultimate  reduction  of  noise  levels  resulting  in  shrinkage 
of  NEF  contours  under  flight  paths  and  adjacent  to  the 
airport.     This  conclusion  is  based  on  the  cumulative 
effects  of: 


A.  Total  operations  are  deemed  to  be  restricted  to  310,000 
annually  due  to  greater  spacing  requirements  dictated 
by  turbulence  accompanying  operation  of  larger  aircraft. 

B.  Future  aircraft  will  be  quieter. 

The  ultimate  reduction  in  anticipated  noise  levels  does 
not  necessarily  imply  that  Foster  City  will  experience 
a  reduction  of  present  levels.     The  NEF  contours,  as 
presently  shown  are  calculated  forecasts  based  upon 
ultimate  airport  use,   and  Foster  City  is  not  now  ex- 
periencing those  noise  levels. 

The  report  does  not  consider  avai 
to  reduce  the  environmental  impac 
as  changing  take-off  and  approach 
glide  slopes. 

The  report  does  not  address  itself  to  the  safety  of  aircraft 
operations  approaching  or  departing  the  airport.  Failure 
of  aircraft  or  pilot  error  resulting  in  catastrophic  personal 
and  property  damage  losses  is  an  ultimate  probability  when 
aircraft  operations  occur  over  populated  or  used  areas. 
Recent  losses  in  Sacramento  and  Alameda  are  examples  of 
this  type  of  damages. 

Foster  City  with  its  proximity  to  such  an  approach/departure 
pattern  is  involved  in  this  environmental  impact.     It  seems 
logical  that  resource  guidelines  require  consideration  of 
this  element,   the  obvious  necessity  is  apparent. 


lable  alternatives 
t  due  to  noise  such 
patterns  and  climb/ 
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From  the  Noise  Abatement  Committee,   submitted  by  member 
Colonel  John  Regan,  we  have  the   following  comments: 

The  economics  of  the  airlines  and  noise  abatement  procedures 
are  incompatible.     The  competition  for  the  consumer  dollar 
is  intense.     Every  means  to  economise  is  used.     One  means 
to  cut  expenses  is  to  limit  aircraft  operating  time  on  the 
ground  and  in  the  air.     It  is  axiomatice  that  less  aircraft 
time,   less  cost  -  particularly  in  jet  aircraft  with  their  high 
fuel  consumption.     The  airlines  in  their  flight  operations 
cut  this  operating  time  by  various  means  with  little  or  no 
regard  for  noise  abatement  procedures  -  use  closest  runway 
for  takeoff  or,   the  runway  whoese  takeoff  direction  is  closest 
to  the  enroute  course  for  the  aircraft;   turn  after  takeoff 
to  the  nearest  enroute  course  or  to  intercept  such  and,  land 
aircraft  by  the  shortest  and  most  rapid  means.     In  so  doing 
people  on  the  ground  and  aircraft  noise  are  given  little 
consideration. 

Economy  dictates  the  action.     Such  actions  are  unquestioned 
by  Federal  Aviation  Administration  operators  when  feasible 
and  safe  and  though  not  orally  condoned  by  airport  operators 
is  understood  and  not  questioned. 

The  foregoing  is  generally  true  only  under  good  flying 
weather   (VFR) ,  yet  instances  of  short-cuts  have  been  noted 
under  instrument  flight  conditions.     There  are  also  times 
that  wind  conditions  and  other  factors  dictate  the  use  of 
a  specific  runway  for  takeoff  -  yet  again  instances  have 
been  noted  of  aircraft  taking  off  on  runways  not  in  use  by 
the  majority.     The  F.A.A.  will  argue  that  the  overall  air 
traffic  in  the  area  dictates  use  of  runways,   departures  and 
arrivals  and  that  deviations  are  allowed  to  expedite  traffic 
flow.     If  all  aircraft  used  approved  Standard  Terminal  Arrival 
Routes    (STARS)    and  Standard  Instrument  Departures    (SIDS)  no 
air  traffic  problem  should  exist.     Often  deviations  approved 
and  patterns  chosen  by  pilots  under  Visual  Flight  Rules  (VFR) 
take  aircraft  over  built-up  residential  areas. 

Many  examples  of  procedures  used  at  San  Francisco  International 
Airport  can  be  given  that  indicate  that  economy  of  operations 
is  foremost  consideration  of  the  airlines,   e.g.,  aircraft 
taking  off  and  landing  at  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
should  not,  with  noise  as  a  factor,    fly  over  the  built-up  areas 
of  San  Mateo,  Hillsborough  and  other  nearby  communities.  The 
Jeppesen  approved  STAR  and  SID  procedures,   if  followed,  would 
preclude  such  flight  with  one  exception  -  one  departure  route 
puts  aircraft  over  these  communities  at  a  relatively  high 
altitude.     Often  aircraft  departing  San  Francisco  International 
Airport  to  the  southeast  with  destination  in  a  northerly 
direction  are  allowed  to  turn  before  their  first  SID  check 
point;   this  takes  them  over  the  built-up  areas  near  the 
airport  at  a  relatively  low  altitude  in  a  climb  configuration. 
Also  aircraft  landing  to  the  northwest  at  San  Francisco  In- 
ternational Airport  often  make  approaches  to  land  that  take  them 
over  these  built-up  areas  without  regard  to  the  STAR  procedures 
and  people  on  the  ground.     It  is  recognized  that  this  is  at 
pilot's  option,  and  is  done  when  visual  flight  rules  are  being 
followed  and  traffic  allows. 
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Recommendation : 

1.  That  the  facts  be  recognized  and  considered  in  discussion 
of  aircraft  and  airport:  noise  problems. 

2.  That  arrival  and  departure  routes  at  airports  as  approved 
in  the  Jeppeson  Flight  Manual  for  instrument  flight  con- 
ditions be  made  mandatory  for  all  flights  to  and  from  the 
airport  regardless  of  weather  conditions.     This  should  be 
publicized  so  that  people  on  the  ground  who  will  be  most 
affected  by  the  standardized  procedures  will  know  what 

to  expect.      (Better  a  few  than  many) . 

3.  Adherence  to  such  a  procedure  may  add  to  the  cost  of 
airline  operations.     In  time,   consideration  should  be 
given'  to  some  means  to  defray  this  cost,   e.g.,  small 
additional  charge  to  passengers  or  shippers  of  air  cargo. 

It  is  my  personal  opinion  that  your  present  report  addresses 
only  some  aspects  of  the  completion  and  expansion,   as  the  modi- 
fication force,   of  San  Francisco  International  Airport.     I  believe 
the  report  does  not  presently  comply  wi th  the  State  and  Federal 
laws.     I  should  address  the  concerns  that  we  have  expressed 
and  concerns  of  other  cities,  such  as  Pacifica,  Burlingame, 
Millbrae  and  San  Bruno  and  the  Airport  Land  Use  Commission  spoke 
to  in  the  County  of  San  Mateo. 

I  believe  that  to  allow  your  report  to  stand  without  amendment 
and  further  hearings  may  test  the  courage  of  the  political 
sector  of  the  communities  involved  and  bring  delay  to  your 
project.     We  prefer  to  cooperate  with  the  Airport  and  in  return 
receive  your  cooperation  ~  if  given  the  choice. 

Please  advise  if  you  have  any  questions. 


William  E.  Walker 
Mayor 
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355-4151 


Scenic  Pacifica 


MAYOR  (  ^EC^fVSD 

iWeeu**  April  10 '  1973 

ubrcyM  Lumloylll  CAY  A<1:.\  COVtuNM-^Nrs 


Mr.  Waide  Egener,  Senior  Planner 
Project  Reviexj 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 

Hotel  Claremont 

Berkeley,  California  94705 

Subject:     Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
Expansion 

Dear  Mr.  Egener: 

We  have  reviewed  the  comprehensive  report  entitled  "Environmental  Impact  Report 
for  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Expansion"  previously  forwarded  to  our 
offices  by  the  San  Francisco  Airport  Commission.     Our  review  of  the  report  indicated 
the  extensiveness  of  their  evaluation  and  concern  for  the  environment. 


The  citizens  of  the  City  of  Pacifica,  however,  have  become  increasingly  alarmed  by 
the  rise  in  the.  ambient  noise  level,  particularly  within  the  northern  portion  of  the 
City  of  Pacifica  effected  by  the  increased  air  traffic  and  deviation  from  previous 
flight  patterns  emanating  from  San  Francisco  International  Airoort.     We  are  addition- 
ally concerned  with  the  air  pollution  which  has  developed  over  the  past  decade  within 
the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area.     We  request  that: 

1.  The  "Environmental  Impact  Report  for  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Expan- 
sion" be  reviewed  with  respect  to  the  increase  in  ambient  noise  levels  within  and 
in  the  proximity  of  the  City  of  Pacifica.     We  request  that  the  flight  patterns 
be  modified  so  as  to  completely  bypass  our  community. 

2.  The  impact  report  be  augmented  or  otherwise  supplemented  to  properly  document  or  • 
otherwise  attenuate  the  serious  air  pollution  for  which  traffic  generators  have 
such  a  great  affinity. 

Would  you  please  maintain  the  City  of  Pacifica  on  your  mailing  list  for  additional 
documents  germane  to  development  of  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport. 

Very  truly  yours, 

^^^^^^ 
)avid  J  .Ariow.psorv^ 

Path  of  Portola  1/69  ~  San  Francisco  Hay  0/sPi&£ty  £&*d8er 
cc:     Director  of  Community  Development 
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Aubrey  M.  Lumley  III 


T0.  Fairmont  Subdivisions  Improvement  Association  and 

Pacific  Highlands  Residents  Association 

SUBJECT:    San  Francisco  International  Airport  Expansion  Environmental  Impact 
Statement 

The  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  has  disseminated  correspondence,  copy 
enclosed,  indicating  that  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has  proposed  a 
$390-raillion  expansion  program  to  provide  additional  terminal  buildings,  roads, 
parking,  aprons  and  related  facilities  to  expand  the  airport  to  a  capacity  of 
31  million  annual  passengers.     The  subject  notice  vrill  provide  your  organization 
with  an  opportunity  to  meet  with  the  applicant  and  discuss  in  detail  the  subject 
expansion  proposal  in  conformance  with  the  tenets  and  requirements  of  the  Inter- 
governmental Cooperation  Act  of  1968,  Local  and  Areawide  Review  of  Project 
Applications.  * 

Please  contact  Mr.  Waide  Egener,  Senior  Planner,  Project  Review,  Association  of 
Bay  Area  Governments,  Hotel  Claremont,  Berkeley,  California  94705  (telephone 
number  841-9730)  prior  to  April  14,  1973  in  conformance  with  their  request  to 
receive  notice  within  10  days  of  the  date  of  the  receipt  of  the  subject  notice. 


Please  feel  free  to  discuss  any  aspect    of  the  information  contained  within  this 
correspondence  with  Mr.  Les  Clark,  Director  of  Community  Development,  or 
Mr.  Egener. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Enclosu 


David  J.  Thompson 
City  Manager 


closure 

•  ^M-r-  it. 


cc:     Mr.  Vaide  Egener,  Senior  Planner,  ABAG 

Mr.  Les  Clark,  Director  of  Community  Development 
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Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 

Hotel  Clarerr.ont 

Berkeley,   California  94705 

Dear  Sir: 

The  City  of  San  Bruno  has  reviewed  the  Environmental  Impact 
Report  for  the  expansion  of  San  Francisco  International 
Airpot. 

Based  upon  a  cursory  examination  of  this  E.I.R.,  the 
following  is  noted: 

'.   The  EIR  is  a  restatement  of  information  already  known 
and  no  original  data-was   gathered  for  this  report. 

•  Some  of  the  material  from  which  the  EIR  was  prepared  is 
not  current  and   is  as  much  as   8  years  old   -  thus 
minimizing  the  accuracy  of  conclusions, 

•  No  consideration  was   given  to  problems  caused  by 
additional  traffic  and  congestion   in  neighboring  cities 
resulting  from  the  airport  expansion  due  to  travelers 
driving  to  and  from  the  airport  on  local  streets. 

•  The  airport  expansion  will  cause   greater  congestion  on  the 
Bayshore   Freeway.     Travelers  and  commuters   in  seeking  to 
avoid  such  congestion  will  use   local  streets   in  neighboring 
cities   (in  addition  to  those  mentioned   in  the  comment 
above).     This  aspect   is   not  discussed  and   is   adverse  to 

San  Bruno. 

•  The  EIR  states   "Construction  access  will  be  by  existing 
public  roads.     Large  trucks  and  heavy  construction  equip- 
ment will  be  prohibited   from  using  the  main  access  road 
unless  there   is  no  other  feasible  road."     To  San  Eruno, 
this  means  great  reliance  on  San  3runo  Avenue   for  their 
construction  equipment.      This   street   is   already  at 
capacity.     Neither  do  they  analyse   this   facet  nor  do 
they  indicate  any  measures  to  be  taken  to  offset  this 
negative  aspect. 
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negative  aspect, 

.   Within  the  EIR  is  the  question   (on  Page   2-22),   "Will  the 
development  divide  or  disrupt   an  established  community  or 
divide  the  existing  uses?"     The  report  merely  states  that 
the  development  './ill  not.      It   is   inconceivable  that  the 
doubling  of  the  traffic   to  and  from  this  airport  will 
not  disrupt   an  establisned  neighboring  community.      If  the 
Bayshore   Freeway  comes  to  a  standstill  periodically  now, 
and  causes  traffic   to  be  rerouted   in  order  to  miss  the 
congestion  on  the   freeway   it   is  evident  that   if  the  airport 
is  doubled   in  capacity,   that  the   increase   of   surface  traffic 
to  the   airport  will   further  affect  traffic  on   the  Bayshore 
Freeway  and  therefore,   by  necessity  cause  additional 
burdens  on  local  city  streets. 

Residents   in  San  Bruno  are  reasonable  and  do  understand  that 
when  one  lives  near  an  airport  some  adverse  effects  are 
expected,  namely:     aircraft  air  and  noise  pollution. 
The  proposed  ZIR,   is  so  poorly  done  that   it  causes  a 
distinct   impression  that  those  who  either   (1)   prepared  the 
report,   or   (2)   those  that  financed  the  preparation  of  the 
report  were  not   in  the   least   interested   in  d e t ermin ing  the 
negative  effects  of  the  expansion  upon  neighboring  cities. 
When  a  report  such  as  this  denies  the  obvious   (that  the 
doubling  of  the  size  of  the  airport  will  not   disrupt  neigh- 
boring communities)   is  an  indication  that  the  framers  of 
this  report  are  totally  disinterested  with  the  adverse 
impacts  upon  neighboring  communities. 

San  Bruno  believes  that  problems  created  by  the  airport  in 
this  and  nearby  cities  s nould  be  brought  out  into  the  open  so 
we   can   jointly  examine   two.   problems  and  make  recommendations 
for   their  solution. 

It   is  most  discouraging  to  a  small  community,   living   in  the 
shadow  of  a  major  airport,   that  appears  to  be  interested  in 
serving  solely  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco's  interests 
and  tiie  Airport  Commission's   interests  without   giving  the 
slightest   indication  of  concern  to  the  significant  environmental 
effects   (primarily  traffic  congestion)  on   its  neighbors. 

This   is  a  correctable   problem  that  needs   immediate  attention. 
San  Bruno  can  only  appeal  at  this  time  for  assistance   in  getting 
those  who  represent  the  airport  to  responsibly  assist  these 
cities  in  solving  their  mutual  problems. 


Sincerely , 


Joan  J.  Mulquceney 
Planning  Director 
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CITY  OF  SAN  CARLOS 


RECEIVED 

APR  Ifi  1973 

ASSOCIATION  OF 
BAY  AR£A  GOVERNMENTS 

Telephone  593-8011 
April  12,  1973 


Metropolitan  Clearinghouse 
Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
Hotel  Claremont 
Berkeley,  California  94705 

Attn:  Waide  Egener,  Sr.  Planner 
Project  Review 


Gentlemen: 

Please  be  advised  that  the  City  of  San  Carlos  strongly  supports 
the  proposal  of  the  City  and  County  of,  San  Francisco  for  a  $390  million 
expansion  program  for  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  and  to  apply 
for  assistance  to  the  Airport  Development  Aid     Program  for  assistance  in 
the  financing  of  the  proposal. 

The  San  Francisco  International  Airport  is  a  facility  of  major 
convenience  and  necessity  for  the  residents  and  industries  of  this  city, 
and  does  further  provide  for  employment  of  many  of  our  citizens,,  Accordingly, 
the  expansion  and  further  development  of  the  airport  necessary  to  continue 
adequate  service  is  of  considerable  concern  to  San  Carlos. 

Very  truly  yours, 

\  /  I    I-  Q  c 

•  ■  //U'i  f«-'L     ■ — 4 

Malcolm  L.  Byce,  A. I. P.  / 
Planning  Consultant 


cc :  William  J.  Dwyer, 

Director  of  Airports 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
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RA    CLUB    LOMA  PRIETA  CHAPTER 


■'April  18,  1973 


President,  A3AG  Kr  i\  „     -/ - 

Clarernont  Hotel    ... 

Berkeley,  Calif.  95822  ^lZ;'iz7i:£jx.ti 

Dear  I.Cr.  President, 

The  Losia  Prieta  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club,  representing  17,000 
members,  has  gone  on  record  as  opposing  the  planned  expansion  of  the 
San  Francisco  International  Airport.     Having  reviewed  the  Environ- 
mental Impact  Report  (i'lli)  presented  by  the  San  Francisco  Airport 
Commission,  we  have  found  it  to  be  shockingly  inadequate  in  assessing 
the  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  expansion  and  misleading  as 
to  the  actual  consequences  if  such  a  project  were  to  be  approved. 

As  President  of  A3AG,  we  particularly  would  like  to  call  your  atten- 
tion to  the  fact  that  the  Airport  Expansion  plan  does  not  fit  into 
a  Regional  Transportation  system,  which  as  you  know  has  as  yet  to  be 
developed.     The  Airport  element  of  the  HASS  plan  and  in  this  case 
the  SFO  Expansion  element  does  not  adhere  to  the  ABAG  mandate  that 
any  airport  expansion  must  improve  the  quality  of  the  environment  in 
the  Bay  Area,  and  must  not  diminish  our  natural  resources.  The 
larger  Jets  upon  which  the  .plan  is  contingent  will  use  3  times  the 
amount  of  fuel  as  those  today;  the  percentage  of  air  pollution  will 
double;  wa"uer  use  will  increase  four  fold  during  peak  loads;  waste 
disposal  will  increase  from  230  to  500  tons  per  week;  electricity 
will  increase  5  times.     Filling  60  a'cres  of  tidal  flat  habitat,  and 
50  acres  of  freshwater  marsh  would  destroy  many  species  of  fish  and 
wildlife;  16,000  cars  released  during  rush  hour  on  rayshore  would  not 
improve  the  quality  of  the  environment  (30,000  additional  automobiles 
daily). 

Unconstrained  pressures  for  increased  urbanization  and  growtla  will 
be  forced  upon  communities  before  they  are  willing  or  able  to  plan 
for  such  growth.     V/e  believe  this  type  of  single-purpose  planning  to 
be  completely  out  of  pha.se  with  the  kind  of  comprehensive  olanning 
needed  in  the  70' s.     V/e  look  to  the  leadershio  of  ABAG  to  support 
the  concepts  of  regional  planning  as  expressed  in  the  guidelines  of 
ABAG's  B  e  g  i  o  n  a  1  P I  a  n  1 9  70-1 9  9  0 .  The  Air  Transport  system  should  not 
predetermine  "nic  kind  of  development  that  will  occur  in  the  Bay  Area. 
Kather  it  should  fit  into  a  comprehensive  total  transportation  system 
designed  as  the  ABAG  guidelines  stipulate  to  improve  the  quality  of  the 
environment  for  communities  in  the  Bay  Area.     V/e  urge  that  A3AG  ,  in 
keeping  with  their  reponsibilities  for  lifting  the  level  of  planning 
above  the  piecemeal,  single-purpose  approach,  consider  less  environ- 
mentally destructive  means  of  rapid  public  transport  before  permitting 
funding  for  further  expansion  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport. 
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Kay  v/e  call  your  attention  also  to  the-  mandate  included  in  the 
State ' 9~iC£QA  Guidelines,  Section  15069,  which  require  that  multiple 
or  phased  projects  be  covered  by  one    EIR.     Therefore',  approval  of 
ariy  phase  of  the  expansion  project  for  SFO,  on  an  incremental  basis 
without  a  Final  Dili  adequately  assessing  the  total  project  would 
be  inappropriate. 

Thank  you  for  your  personal  consideration  of  what  we  believe  to 
be  ^a  most  critical  determinant  in  shaping  the  future  of  the  San 
Fra*hcisco  Bay  Area,      We  hope  the  accompanying  report  will  be 
helpful. 

i 

Most  Respectfully, 


Sally  Cooper 

Airport  Committee 

Loma  Prieta  Chapter, Sierra  Club 

1176  Emerson  Street 

Palo  Alto,  California 


cc. Honorable  N.B.  Livermore,  Jr. 
Secretary  for  Resources 
1416  Ninth  Street 
Sacramento,  California  95814 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 
100  California,  S.F.  94111 

Dept.  of  Transportation 
Y/ashington,  D.C. 


Feb.  27,  1973 


Attn:  -  f'u-,  Walt  Gillfillan       .  .  i.ii'^u:  - 
STUDY  DIRECTOR 

RASSC,  ABAG.  tvAR  U  ■••  i:/ 

Re:    Airport  grouth  statistics,,      .vX^a  w/lix 

Would  you,   please,  explain  again  hou  a 
population  growing  some  100, ODD  a  year  or 
so  is  to  provide  a  million  new  air  passenger 
trips  a  year? 

You  have  also  chosen  to  take  a  'high 'f orecas 
from  the  State  Department  of  Finance  -  there 
•low1  forecast  is  5„3  million  persons  in  the 
Bay  Area  by  1955  -  I  enclose  a  xerox  of  the 
.    ABAG  Issue  paper  #2,  Nov.  1972. 

I  am  enclosing  comments  on  the  Environmental 
Impact  Report  f  cr  the  expansion  plan  -  surel] 
one  of  the  weakeefuS?  such  efforts   I  have 
looked  at. 

.In  tny  opinion  the  E-xpansinn  nf  S.F.  Intl. 
Airport  can  only  be  countenanced  by  closing 
the  mind  to  every  known  fact  about  the 
pollution  problems  of  the  Eay  Area  and 
coocoriimiten tly  f roouay  congestion  as  it  axis 
and  uill  continue  to  exist  if  neighborhood 
grouos  prevail  over  downtown  business  intern: 
who  so£jm  to  ce  from  the  long  vieu  plunuarir.g 
while  they  can  because  their  own  haste  to 
reap  profits  only  worcens  the  corrective 
processes. 

As  a  physician  said  to  me  today  -  the  Bay 
Area  population  is  already  beyend  nntimun.  1 

•res  Montgomery  Street,  San.  Fmnoiaoo,  California  O-illl 

Susan  n.  Smith  ' 


'.Alternate  Population  and  Employment  Forecasts' 
•.San'.;Franctsco  Bay  Region'.-  .  •  . 
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uring the  1970s.  »r  is  expected  that  ' 
atural  increase  will  account  for  G1  •  '.- 
ercent  of '  regional  population  growth, 
hilejn-migratio'n  will  contribute  only 
)  percent.Since  1953,  when  California's., 
tare  of  the  nation's  expenditures  for  .: 
?rospace  employment  dropped  sharply,  . 
wer  people  have  come  into  the  State  .. 
'.d  the  Bay  Area.  ■ ' : '[':  \  '■  |-« ' 

ronomic  expansion  plays  an  important 
>!e  in  determining  population  growth, 
iany  factors  which  influence  economic 
'owth  are  beyond  the  control  of  local 
■oups;  the  heal'.h  of  the  national  •-• 
zonomy  is  an  example.  However.  cth> 
cat  policies,  such  as  zoning,  placemen; 
•'  utilities,  and  good  accessibility  to 
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Lusnce  on  economic  expansion  arc-  in 
ca  ion.. Growth  can  thus  be  guided  by 
ac  ng  some  fimkations  en  basic  , 
ronomic excansion  and/or  its  location. 


sgionai  growth  is  also  affected  by 
nosts  or  cuts  in  federal,  state  and  local 
.ending.  Finally,  if  a  national  policy  to 
ibilize  U.S.  birth  rates  were  enacted, 
ch  a  policy  would  affect  regional  birih 
tes.  it  is  doubtful,  though,  th;;t  region.;! 
pwth  policies  could  significantly 
ange  regional  birth  rate;>..  ■  . 
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explainer!  below.  I  he  following  gKspli 
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720  Finn  tr]  emery  Street        ^  ,r       .  v  ... 

San  Francisco,  Ca  94111  -  — —  /  —  u 
Feb.  19k,  1973  s.  ,.y,,  .    ■  —  > 

Director  of  S.F.   Intl.  Airport  ^  

Attn:     EPA,  ICG  California  S  tract,  S.F.  say  c.V/£.v.:;nt: 

Regional  Uater  Guality  Control  Board,  364  Fourteen  Street, 
Oakland  94G12,  Co. 

FAA,  831  Fiittenroad,  Burlingarr.e,  Ca. 

U.S.G.S.,   Tenia  Park 

ABAG,  Claremont  hiatal,  Berkeley,  Ca. 

NTC 

Re:     Rough  Draft  Environmental     Impact  Report,  S.F.   Intl.  Airport 

Expansion  Plan.        Public  Hearing  -  P1ARCH  6,  Rm.  2G2,  City  Hall,  S.F.  2:30pm 

Wuuld  you,  please,  send  us  any  comments  your  agenices  might  he  making 
on  the  abova  Report,  even  though  it  is  technically  designed  to  cbmply 
uith  the  State  of  California  requirements? 

Having  quickly  perused  the  San  Francisco  Intl.  A:\ppofct  EIR,  ue  havs 
several  questions,  the  first  of  which  might  well^if  this  document 
does  comply  uith  the  Federal  requirements  for  an  EIS: 

2.  In  terms  of  envirenman tal/cost  hazards,  there  is  no  assessment  of 
Earthquake  or  tidal  wave   (that  I  could  find). 

3,  RE  2-56,  is  the  sewage  plant  going  to  be  adequate  for  the  water  supply? 

'  A»     RE  2-60,  in  terms  of  solid  waste  how  much  longer  will  tfche  dump  site  be 
available?  -      .  . 

5.  RE  2-70,  forecast  seems  to  assert  that  BART/bus  nillh.and.3D5S  of  the 
users,  whereas  the  RAS3  Final  Plan  adopted  by  ABAG  indicates  15/j  or  so. 

4  9 

6.  RE  2-65  the  present  Bayshore  Freeway  is  shown  as  almost  at  capacity, 
widening  it  adjacent  to  the  airport  is  made  to  apaar  to  solva  the  surface 
transportation  problem?  >  ' 

7.  RE  4-1,     noise  is  to  *- a  accommodated  hy  larger  aircraft,  and  quieter 
airCraft  like  the  LI Gil,  -nd  DC  1C.     The  passenger/  pay load  of  the  Jat 
two  aircrar  t  ars  signer iosntly  Is s s  then  the   /t? »   (t-ayicaasi     747  —  2 
L1011  -  84,225;     DG^IG  -  1C5,DC6  pounds).    Also'  larger  aircraft  will 
cause  greater  noise  when  f  ully  loaded  because  of  the  climb  out  cr  lower 
altitudes  over  populated  areas  (choice  of  one). 

8.  RE  4-1    air  quality  is  said  to  be  improved  when  the  RASS  data  shows 
one  of  the.  affects  of  expansion  will  be  that  aircraft  will  become  a  larger 
share  of  the  air  pollution  problem-. 

9.  RE  6-1.     Statement  is  made  that  expansion  of  the  Intl.  Airport  will 
improve  the  environment. 

10.  RE  8-2.  State  noise  levels  appear  to  require  a  lower  airport  pasacngcr 
forecast.   

11.  R£  fl-1.     There  is  no  EIR  for  North  Terminal  Foundation  despite  the  fact 
that  this  may  be  the  single  most  important  'growth  factor'  in  the'  expansion 
complex. 

12.  RE  A. 6     In  construct  inn  of  PJorth  Terminal  cumplex  no  attention  is 
given  to  the  impact  of  cons  true tion  itself. 
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April  12,  1973 


Mr.  Waide  Egener 
Metropolitan  Clearinghouse 
Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
Hotel  Claremont 
Berkeley,  Ca.  94705 


Re:    San  Francisco  Airport  Expansion 


RECEIVED 

APR  17  7373 

ASSOCIATION  C- 
6AY  AREA  COVESNMFNTS 


Dear  Mr.  Egener: 

The  Save  San  Francisco  Bay  Associat ion  •  is  concerned 
about  the  gross  inadequacy  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport 
Expansion  Environmental    Impact  Report.     It  appears  to  be 
a  conglomeration  of  existing  reports  and  data,  much  of 
wh  ich  i  s  outdated. 

In  section  1,  page  2  it  is  stated  that  some  Bay  fill 
will  be  accomplished.     It  is  also  stated  that  an  on-going 
Bay  fill  program  is  in  progress  under  an  existing  BCDC  permit. 
However,  neither  the  text  nor  the  maps  indicate  what  existing 
water  is  or  is  not  within  BCDC  permits.    On  page  11,  section  1, 
for  example,   is  the  area  designated  L2  dry  land  or  open  water? 

We  believe  that  to  meet  legal  requirements  the 
environmental  effect  of  airport  expansion  on  the  Bay  must 
be  thoroughly  discussed.    Without  adequate  maps  and  a  summary 
of  existing  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  BCDC  permits  it  is 
not  possible  to  assess  any  new  environmental  consequences 
on  the  Bay. 

The  Association  is  also  concerned  about  the  effect  on 
the  Bay  of  the  assumptions  made  in  the  section  "Ground 
Transportation  to  San  Francisco  Airport."    This  section  is 
based  on  the  BASAR  study  of  airport  access  which  made 
assumptions  such  as  a  completed  Southern  Crossing  by  1980, 
BART  to  the  airport  by  1980,  and  public  transit  handling 
over  25#  of  the  airport  ground  access  demand.     This  last 
assumption  was  cut  in  half  by  the  final  Regional  Airport 
Study  recommendations.     Another  assumption  is  that  the 
new  Interstate  380  will  adequately  solve  the  traffic  problems 
on  the  Bayshore  Freeway.    Our  concern  is  that  such  questionable 
assumptions  can  lead  to  inadequate  access  planning  and  result 
in  pressures  for  a  new  freeway  or  bridge  in  the  Bay. 


•  Beautify  the  shoreline 


Mr.  Waide  Egenor  -2- 
Metropol itan  Clearinghouse 


The  Save  San  Francisco  Bay  Association  urges 
ABAG  not  to  approve  any  federally  assisted  expansion  of  San 
Francisco  Airport  until  the  question  of  Bay  fill   is  clarifie 
and  an  up  to  date  analysis  of  ground  access  is  made  by 
the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission. 


S  incerely, 


Willi  am  E.  S  ir  i  ■ 
Pres  i  dent 


copy  to:    Charles  Roberts,  BCDC 
Paul  Watt,  MTC 


